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Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum to the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (October 2019)

VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Paragraph 1.1.4 (d) acknowledges the perceived imbalance between proposed development in the north and south of 
the district but the approach taken by SA to continue to support growth in and around Milton Keynes, which is in the 
north of the district,  fails to address the development pressures in the South around Wendover, which is impacted by 
London housing market.

Change to Plan D) agreeing with the Inspector that there is a need to redress the perceived imbalance
between proposed development in the north and south of the district by increasing allocations in the south of the 
District.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Paragraph 1.1.4 (d) acknowledges the perceived imbalance between proposed development in the north and south of 
the district but the approach taken by SA to continue to support growth in and around Milton Keynes, which is in the 
north of the district,  fails to address the development pressures in the South around Wendover, which is impacted by 
London housing market.

Respondent: Alan Caldwell Associates Ltd (Mr Alan Caldwell) 

[32608]

Agent: Miss Shontelle Williams [32605]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

ACA-WEN Representation 191118  FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Sustainability Study highlights the potential negative impacts and risks to Maids Moreton and Buckingham due to a 
lack of adequate Waste Water Treatment Works capacity in the area. There does not appear to have been an 
adequate appraisal of required upgrades to the waste water system with Anglian Water which is referenced by this 
document in 9.14.4 and 9.11.3. Therefore the allocation of the two sites in Maids Moreton is not sound nor legally 
compliant due to risks currently flagged up as "uncertain" (9.11.3)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Sustainability Study highlights the potential negative impacts and risks to Maids Moreton and Buckingham due to a 
lack of adequate Waste Water Treatment Works capacity in the area. There does not appear to have been an 
adequate appraisal of required upgrades to the waste water system with Anglian Water which is referenced by this 
document in 9.14.4 and 9.11.3. Therefore the allocation of the two sites in Maids Moreton is not sound nor legally 
compliant due to risks currently flagged up as "uncertain" (9.11.3)

Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attached document '32735 Crest Nicholson ED204 SA Addendum' for Crest Nicholson's comments on the 
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Please see attached document '32735 Crest Nicholson ED204 SA Addendum' for Crest Nicholson's comments on the 
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson ED204 SA Addendum.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: These comments relate to document ED222 AVDC Heritage Appraisal which supports document ED204.

CN would comment that this is a very high level and basic document and therefore its assessment of the relative 
heritage/archaeological significance of the three sites (Shenley Park, Salden Chase and Eaton Leys) is fairly simplistic 
and, as the report itself states, a more detailed heritage appraisal of each is recommended, and for Shenley Park 
would be carried out as part of the masterplanning process.

In terms of archaeological potential, CN would comment there is really very little to separate Shenley Park from Eaton 
Leys as both are proximate to Scheduled Ancient Monuments, and broadly similar below ground archaeological 
remains can be anticipated. Salden Chase has perhaps a slightly lower potential.

However, the reason that Shenley Park is identified as having a greater heritage potential than the other two sites is 
because of the proximity of the Whaddon Conservation Areas, specifically the Stock Lane Conservation Area located 
adjacent and to the west of the site's north western boundary. As stated above, by implementation of criterion (g) in site 
specific policy WHA001, any such impact could be mitigated, and this needs to be considered when analysing the 
weighting of the conclusions regarding Heritage Harm/Impact within the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (ED204).

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support subject to minor comments on conclusions on Heritage that underpin the SA addendum

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan Changes to the proposed modifications should be:
1. include land at Newton Leys for approximately 400 dwellings
2. Policy D2 to be amended to include the above site.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: An objection is made to the SA Addendum which is not transparent. It fails to demonstrate why the 3 options were 
chosen, or indeed ultimately why one option was preferred over and above the others. There is no RAG assessment of 
the 3 options, instead the report relies upon Appendix 1 Alterative Appraisal Findings which are based on a 
sustainability topic and ranking in order of preference. Given that the HELAA assessment of sites (ED208) May 2019 
has been updated in respect of the sites chosen, it is considered that the RAG assessment of 2017 should have been 
updated.

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Appendix 4 Traffic Impact Study redacted and compressed.pdf

Appendix 3 Landscape Appraisal 13.12.19 FINAL.pdf

Appendix 2 Planning Appraisal Statement  13.12.19 FINAL.pdf

Appendix 1 Location Options for Development.pdf

MM007para2.6 12.12.19 FINAL.pdf

Appendix 5 ii - _05K Illustrative Masterplan 12.12.19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan A further update to AVDC's HELAA which identifies Eaton Leys as 'suitable for
housing'.

Having regard to the wide-ranging flaws in AVDC's site selection process, the
proposed allocation of Shenley Park through Policy D-WHA001 is it is demonstrably
unjustified and therefore unsound. Additional hearings are required to consider
the procedural and evidential concerns which are set out above.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Considers that the SA Report Addendum's appraisal findings are deficient and should be revised. It is deficient in its 
assessment of Eaton Leys vs the other two sites on grounds of - HEELA update flawed assessing Eaton Leys to take 
account of adjoining development; more nuanced approach on landscape & AAL needed; biodiversity conclusions not 
accepted; conclusions of SFRA Addendum not accepted - green infrastructure will contribute to Climate Change 
Adaption; could provide a secondary school if required; highway transport impacts slight sustainable transport initiatives 
not properly considered.

The revised appraisal demonstrates that Eaton Leys performs well against the majority of
objectives and is ranked ahead of the Shenley Park and Salden Chase Extension. Should recommend Eaton Leys as 
the preferred option.
.

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan see attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: 1. The conclusions drawn in the updated Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment
relating to Eaton Leys, a key piece of evidence underpinning the sustainability appraisal and
selection of Shenley Park as a proposed allocation, are not justified.
2. The conclusions of the Viability Report published alongside the consultation do not appear to
have been considered in the sustainability appraisal or selection of the proposed allocation.
Those conclusions indicate that the deliverability of a policy compliant and acceptable
development at Shenley Park is highly questionable. Further, the Viability Report excludes
any allowance for known significant highways works that would be required, raising significant
doubts about the robustness of this work and further compounding concerns about the
deliverability of the proposed allocation. As a result, the Council does not consider that the
proposed allocation would be effective in meeting the identified shortfall of housing or
rebalancing the spatial strategy within the plan.
3. The highway modelling evidence does not appear to provide a sufficiently robust assessment
of the impacts upon the highway network in Milton Keynes in order to justify the proposed
allocation of Shenley Park.
4. There is no evidence of a robust yet proportionate site selection process underpinning the
proposed allocation of Shenley Park, and therefore that the proposed allocation is not justified.

Respondent: Andrew Turner [32945] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MKC response to VALP Proposed Main Modifications Final Letter 16.12.19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attached report on the main modifications representations by Chase Consortium.

Change to Plan Revisit the allocations for Milton Keynes to reflect MK Future 2050 and aspirations for EW rail and the NIC growth arc 
aspirations. Consider the alternative vision in Chase Consortium's objections -shown in figure1. This reasonable
alternative needs to be tested in a revised SA.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The sustainability appraisal (SA) carried out was flawed and what followed as the most suitable or sustainable overall
was not supported by evidence.
The Salden Chase extension chosen was never a realistic prospect given the strange shaped site. This does reflect 
MK's grid pattern. The SA was not weighted. The key consideration should have been proximity to public transport and 
the potential
to link to E/W rail and the E/W expressway. Sustainable location should be the most heavily weighted given the 
aspirations of the growth arc.

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

COMPLETED response form - Sustainability Appraisal Addendum.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Representation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Main Modifications consultation

Shenley Park additional allocation

17th December 2019  
LPA Ref: 
Our Ref: KRG 001 
Impact Planning Services Ltd:
Unit 1, The Court Yard 
Copse farm,
Lancaster Place 
South Marston Park,
Swindon,
Wiltshire,
SN3 4UQ  
Tel: 01793 820158
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4.0 Sustainability appraisal reports & related evidence.................6
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1.0 Introduction  

1.1 This representation is submitted by Impact Planning Services Limited (IPS) on behalf of the Kingsmead Residents 
Group (KRG), who comprise a non-elected community group of people who live in the Kingsmead area in the west side 
of Milton Keynes. 
1.2 The structure of this representation is as follows:

1.3 As this representation makes clear there is no justification for the selection of the additional allocation for housing at 
Shenley Park (Main Modifications 070 New Policy 'D2 Delivering site allocations in the rest of the district' and 
accompanying pre amble' and MM071,075 and 076 New Site Policy D-WHA001 Shenley Park' for at least 1,150 
dwellings) and the decision to allocate it is unfounded. It is also contrary to the Aylesbury Vale District Council's own 
evidence base. The site should be removed from the Plan for a second time. Given this substantive change to the Plan 
at a very late stage in the process then at the very least, it is respectfully requested that the Examination hearings are 
re-opened to enable all parties, including KRG, the opportunity to make and augment their case directly to the Inspector.

2.0 Background to the VALP

2.1 Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) has a poor record of plan making. It failed to adopt a Core Strategy in 2010 
when the Secretary of State announced  that Regional Spatial Strategies (the South East Plan for Aylesbury Vale) were 
revoked. In a report dated 8th September 2010 to the Council it was advised that the Core Strategy did not address in 
sufficient detail: sustainable development, employment targets nor energy. In addition, the report suggested that with 
the revocation of housing figures from the South East Plan, the Council could plan for a reduced number of new 
dwellings. On the 5th October 2010, the Secretary of State issued a Direction withdrawing this Plan.
2.2 Following this AVDC embarked on another plan- the Vale of Aylesbury Strategy which was submitted to the 
Secretary of State for examination in August 2013. On 7th January 2014 the Inspector, Kevin Ward wrote to the AVDC 
and in paragraph 27 of that letter he states 'There are particular issues concerning the relationship of Aylesbury Vale to 
Milton Keynes and its future growth. These issues have been left unresolved. The Council has been aware of these 
issues from early in the plan preparation process, if not before'. 
2.3 The Inspector concluded that AVDC had failed to comply with the Duty to Co-operate. This together with other 
failings including the insufficient overall provision for housing and jobs, the fact that the Plan had not been positively 

Respondent: Kingsmead Residents Group [32794] Agent: Mr Robert Wilson [32793]

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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prepared, the fact that it was not justified nor effective and it was not consistent with national policy, led the AVDC to 
withdraw this Plan on 5th February 2014. 
2.4 The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is the third attempt by AVDC to prepare a sound plan. Previous Local Plan 
Inspectors have made reference to development in this location and these are highlighted later. The sequence of 
events and timeline associated with this latest Plan is convoluted to say the least. 
2.5 The Scoping for the Plan was carried out in the Spring of 2014 together with a Call for Sites. This was followed by 
the Issues and Options stage in October 2015 (which included 'extension to Milton Keynes/Bletchley' in five of the nine 
options but no plans in chapter 5), with accompanying evidence studies. The Consultation Plan was publicised in the 
Summer of 2016. The July 2016 VALP had the Shenley Park site depicted on a map and was the subject of an 
allocation together with Salden Chase. Subsequently, there was consultation on the Proposed Submission Plan from 
2nd November 2017 to 14th December 2017. The November 2017 Submission VALP omitted the Shenley Park site.
2.6 The rationale for making changes to the Plan has not been always been clear and this matter is explained in more 
detail later in this representation.

3.0 Duty to Co-operate 

3.1 As explained above AVDC has failed to meet this legal duty previously and although the information considered to 
date on the current emerging VALP may satisfy the duty up to that stage, it is clear that there has been no outcome 
from any co-operation between AVDC and Milton Keynes Council (MKC) regarding the edge of Milton Keynes strategic 
locations, other than for Salden Chase. There is no Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the two authorities 
concerning Shenley Park and this was confirmed at an informal meeting with the Development Plans Manager at MKC 
on 21ST November 2019. The only MOU between AVDC and MKC is dated February 2018 (reference CD.DTC. 008) 
and it just addresses the Salden Chase development.
3.2 The Planning Practice Guidance states at paragraph:022 Reference ID: 61-022-20190315: 'Inspectors will expect to 
see that strategic policy making authorities have addressed key strategic matters through effective joint working, and 
not deferred them to subsequent plan updates or are not relying on the inspector to direct them. Where a strategic 
policy-making authority claims it has reasonably done all that it can to deal with matters but has been unable to secure 
the cooperation necessary, for example if another authority will not cooperate, or agreements cannot be reached, this 
should not prevent the authority from submitting a plan for examination. However, the authority will need to submit 
comprehensive and robust evidence of the efforts it has made to cooperate and any outcomes achieved; this will be 
thoroughly tested at the plan examination'.
3.3 At the MKC meeting held on 23rd October 2019  under item 5 b (ii) the Shenley Park Development Proposals were 
discussed. It was resolved by the Council that it:
'(a) expresses concern that Shenley Park, or any of the other possible allocations may have a negative potential impact 
on Milton Keynes;
(b) expresses concern that the allocations have been brought up only towards the end of the plan-making process, 
meaning that community engagement on these sites has been minimal;
(c) expresses concern that ward councillors and parish councils were unaware of these proposals and asks the Cabinet 
to look at their protocol for informing and consulting ward and parish councillors when neighbouring authorities come 
forward with development proposals;
(d) believes that the development could place unacceptable strain on the infrastructure and services in Milton Keynes 
including on highways and transport infrastructure, quality public open space, GP services and school provision;
(e) notes that the development proposals lack any conformity or integration with the surrounding and adjoining 
infrastructure of Milton Keynes; and
(f) notes that as Shenley Park would likely be regarded informally and geographically as part of Milton Keynes, but falls 
outside the administrative boundaries of Milton Keynes Council so any planning decisions and future income would not 
fall to Milton Keynes Council'.
3.4 Further evidence of the co-operation difficulties is provided by the decision of MKC to refuse planning permission 
for the access to Salden Chase on 7th November 2019 (ref:15/00619/FUL) and on 16th December a Delegated 
Decision  by the Cabinet Member for Planning and Transport will be made by MKC to formerly object to the VALP and 
the selection of the Shenley Park Allocation.
3.5 This all clearly demonstrates that AVDC has failed to meet the Duty to Co-operate on this most obvious cross 
authority matter and so the proposal fails on this legal requirement. This can be rectified by full engagement between 
the two authorities with all meetings outcomes recorded in writing and addressing all of the potential cross boundary 
sites and issues, not just Salden Chase.

 
4.0 The Sustainability Appraisal Reports & related evidence
 
Sustainability Appraisal
4.1 Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a local planning authority to carry out a 
sustainability appraisal (SA) of each of the proposals in a plan at each stage during its preparation.
4.2 Furthermore, the SA should provide conclusions  on the reasons the rejected options are not being taken forward 
and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives.
4.3 The non- technical summary on page 3 of the SA Addendum report October 2019 (ED204),states in the 
conclusions to table B: 
...'it does not necessarily follow that this site (Shenley Park*) is the most suitable or sustainable overall, as the various 
objectives are not assigned any weighting. For example, the appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as performing 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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relatively poorly in respect of heritage objectives, and the Council - as decision-makers - might assign particular weight 
to this matter. Equally, Shenley Park is judged to perform less well than Salden Chase Extension in respect of 
'Communities' objectives, due to uncertainties in respect of secondary school delivery, and the Council might assign 
particular weight to this'.                                                                   * Impact Services Ltd addition for clarity
4.4 The SA Addendum October 2019 in Appendix 1 states on biodiversity issues that in conclusion Salden Chase is the 
less preferable site on balance (but it does have a favourable recommendation to grant planning permission). Eaton 
Leys and Shenley Park have pros and cons, however on balance it is considered appropriate to differentiate in 
accordance with the Ecology Headlines Study. As explained below under the sub heading 'Related Evidence', that 
leads to Eaton Leys being more suitable to allocate ahead of Shenley Park, not the other way around so this part of the 
SA 2016 is an error. The conclusion at 9.2.2.is restricted to the proposed allocation at Shenley Park and does not 
provide any comparison with the other two sites.
4.5 Under the community heading this SA recognises that Shenley Park performs less well and although Eaton Leys is 
described as performing poorly it is important to emphasise there is no certainty that Eaton Leys needs to deliver a new 
secondary school on the site. Furthermore, as explained above under the Duty to Co-operate the consequences for 
education provision in Milton Keynes must be taken into account. That information has  seemingly not been sought nor 
analysed and it is clearly lacking within the SA reports.
4.6 In terms of landscape the 2019 SA in the main report at paragraph 9.9.1,states that only 35% of the Shenley Park 
site is likely to be suitable for development. In the Appendix 1 the SA states that Shenley Park has low capacity in the 
north west and that it is considered inappropriate to highlight Shenley Park ahead of Salden Chase. Eaton Leys is 
described as having low capacity but this ignores the clear separation of this site from the open countryside beyond the 
dominant boundary formed by the A5 and the A4146 roads and associated developments. This separation from the 
wider landscape is acknowledged in paragraph 3.1.8 of the Landscape and Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment 
(ED210A).  
4.7 In terms of the economy all three of the sites are described as being along the emerging growth corridor and there 
is no potential to differentiate the alternatives with any confidence.
4.8 Under the heritage topic Shenley Park is 'considered to present more constraints to development than the other two 
sites'. This is confirmed in the document ED222, the Heritage Appraisal at paragraph 5.6 of that document.
4.9 Importantly the October 2019 SA refers to the justification for the Council supporting the preferred option can be 
seen in section 7. It refers to the HELAA as the assessment process which came out in support of Shenley Park as the 
preferred site. This ignores the advice from Government in the NPPG, which as explained above, states that the SA 
should provide conclusions on the reasons for the rejected options not being taken forward and together with the 
reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives. The October 2019 SA does not perform this 
function and is therefore flawed. The HELAA is addressed later.
4.10 Prior to this version of the SA, in July 2016 AVDC published the SA of the Reasonable Alternatives produced by 
Lepus Consulting. In that report Whaddon (WHA001) which is the reference given to Shenley Park, is considered with 
approximately 110 other sites and is one of only 13 sites to have just one minor positive score. All of the other sites 
(some 97 sites) had two or more positive scores.  On page 106 of that document at paragraph 3.42.4 it states that with 
regard to the landscape at Shenley Park: 'This LCA is recorded as being in very good condition, with high sensitivity. 
The HELAA states that a large landscape buffer to Whaddon village will be included within the development of the site. 
Site WHA001 is likely to be visible from all sides except the east, which is lined with trees, limiting visual impact on 
Kingsmead'.
4.11 The following paragraph refers to the predominant agricultural fields with linear patches of woodland lining the site 
to the north and east. It continues: 'These patches of woodland may be high in biodiversity and are likely to serve as a 
habitat corridor for a number of species, including birds and bats. Development could result adverse impacts on 
biodiversity (SA Objective 3)'. In addition to these comments there is a well-established mature belt of deciduous 
woodland running along the southern boundary of the site with the A421 road and the mature tree and hedgerow 
boundary of the North Buckinghamshire P R of Way on the current western edge of Milton Keynes.
4.12 At paragraphs 3.42.6 the 2016 SA states: 'WHA001 is located within Flood Zone 1, which is at low risk of flooding. 
To the south of the site there is an area at high risk of surface water flooding. Development in this part of the site may 
therefore be at high risk of flooding (SA Objective 5)'. 
4.13 This in effect sterilises a significant area in the south of the Shenley Park site. When this is combined with the SA 
comments on the landscape in the north west of the site summarised in paragraph 4.6 above, very little land remains 
which may be suitable for development. The 35% figure of the total site at Shenley Park will be further reduced.
4.14 In the next paragraph of the 2016 SA it states:
'Sustainable transport servicing WHA001 is lacking. There are no train stations within 1km and the bus service that 
runs through the village is infrequent, running on a Wednesday only. As such, accessibility to and from Whaddon by 
public transport is limited and residents are likely to rely on travel by car, thus increasing the carbon footprint of the 
area (SA Objectives 4 and 9).'.  
4.15 This highlights the fact that the site is too far from the East-West rail line and even further from any rail station. As 
the Inspector makes reference to the Oxford to Cambridge Arc in paragraphs 5 to 9 in the document ED166 Interim 
Findings 29 August 2018, it is important to provide an update regarding the current circumstances of this corridor or 
arc. 
4.16 On 18th September 2019 AVDC resolved to object to the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway  and this decision has 
been incorporated into the Main Modification 210 which revises Policy T3 to delete the reference to this proposed road. 
4.17 The proposed Oxford to Cambridge Expressway will be reviewed should the Conservative Party form the next 
Government, following the previous announcement by the Rt Hon Grant Shapps (Secretary of State for Transport) on 
21st November 2019. This means that the rail improvements are considered the more likely at this point in time and the 
findings made in August 2018 may require review dependent upon the outcome of the General Election. Irrespective of 
any decision about major transport improvements the main transport connections for Shenley Park, Salden Chase and 
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Eaton Leys should be with Milton Keynes and as will be explained later  Eaton Leys is clearly the more suitable location 
when this factor is considered.
4.18 All of this must be reviewed by the Inspector because this is a significant change since he wrote his Interim 
Findings. The strategic transport situation is far less clear now than when the Findings were published and given the 
ADVC decision to oppose the Expressway this throws even more uncertainty into the case for proposing Shenley Park 
because of the transport impacts.
 
Related Evidence 
4.19 As the 2016 SA explains there are biodiversity issues with the Shenley Park proposal and the evidence contained 
in the Eco Headlines documents (refs ED205F Shenley Park, ED205D Salden Chase Extension and ED205B Eaton 
Leys) indicates that of the three strategic sites only Shenley Park has a range of Priority Habitats identified: Deciduous 
woodland, lowland meadows, Traditional orchard wood, pasture and parkland BAP. By contrast, Salden Chase under 
this heading lies adjacent to some priority habitats and Eaton Leys has only lowland meadows and Deciduous 
woodland. This indicates that Eaton Leys is the more suitable location for development.
4.20 The whole of the Shenley Park area is contained within the Whaddon Chase Biodiversity Opportunity Area (see 
Plan 1). Whilst this is defined as a regional priority area for the restoration and creation of Biodiversity Action Plan 
(BAP) habitats, it is not an area of constraint. However, it is a significant planning consideration.
4.21 The Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) May 2019 update, which is document ED 
208 in the Examination Library, mentioned at paragraph 4.9 above, the three potential strategic sites adjacent to Milton 
Keynes are referenced. For Eaton Leys (site GRB002) the HELAA claims it is unsuitable because of the 'harmful 
landscape and visual impact' and also the settlement pattern on this side of Bletchley. The HELAA continues to 
mention the fact that planning permission had been granted by MKC and explains this is a change to the original 
HELAA in regard to the built development to the north, but it then concludes for landscape reasons there should be no 
change. 
4.22 This ignores the AVDC document ED 210A, evidence contained in the Landscape and Visual Capacity 
Comparison Assessment by BMD dated 11th June 2019. In paragraph 3.1.8 of that document it states about Eaton 
Leys: 'the existing green edge of Waterhall Park, to the west, and MK housing allocation to the north, result in the site 
being partial contained from the wider landscape'. 
4.23 This point is reinforced in the June 2017 Development Control Committee report by MKC on the planning 
application 15/01533/OUTEIS for Eaton Leys. The report makes clear in 5.57 that 'the LCA that 'the site' forms part of 
does provide a visually important setting'. In paragraph 5.59 of the Committee report further states: 'The Milton Keynes 
Landscape Character Assessment (2015) identified the presence of the A5 within this setting as detracting from the 
area; the application would provide an opportunity to mitigate the impact of the road through the improvements 
scheme. Milton Keynes Council would welcome further involvements in these works to ensure earthworks are designed 
and planted to effectively screen residential properties and the road'.  
4.24 This development to the north is introducing an urban context to the area but the clear defensible boundaries of 
the A5 and the A4146 provide an obvious opportunity to deliver further improvements to mitigate the impact of both 
roads on the wider landscape setting.
4.25 The Eaton Leys site in AVDC is enclosed by these two major roads to the east and south together with the canal 
corridor to the west and the new housing under construction to the north. It can offer significant mitigation on the same 
principle as the planning permission to the north and consequently enhance and protect the wider landscape setting to 
the east and south beyond the A5 and A4146. The land is contained from the wider landscape as confirmed and 
explained in the AVDC'S own evidence in document ED210A.
4.26 Shenley Park has no such defensible boundaries, other than the very clear and well-established existing boundary 
with Milton Keynes which will be destroyed should the proposal be confirmed. Shenley Park and has a landscape 
setting which is as important if not more important than Eaton Leys given the heritage, bio-diversity and ecological 
values mentioned above. The Strategic Landscape and Visual Capacity Study August 2017, ENV04 in Appendix A 
describes Shenley Park LCA condition as 'very good', which in that part of the table equates to Mentmore Ridge. 
Salden Chase is described as 'moderate' and there is no reference to the Eaton Leys site.
4.27 One of the most important factors in the selection of another strategic site recognised by the AVDC evidence is 
the issue of transport.
4.28 MKC responded to the July 2016 VALP and stressed the need to co-ordinate the Plan. It referred to the Bucks and 
River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board's call for coordination. The MKC response also called for AVDC to assess the 
impacts and mitigation for Milton Keynes and raised the traffic impacts as particularly concerning. Highway concerns 
were raised in many responses to the July 2016 consultation. 
4.29 In the SA from July 2016 paragraph 3.15.8 states that the A421 is a key road in the strategic highway network 
defined in the Bucks Local Transport Plan 2011-2016. Later in that SA at paragraph 3.42.7 is clearly states: 
'Sustainable transport serving WHA001 is lacking'. However, in the October 2019 SA Addendum there is a sudden 
change on page 5 of that report. Nevertheless, in Table 7.1 Eaton Leys scores the highest in transport terms ahead of 
Shenley Park and Salden Chase.
4.30 The 2019 SA Addendum continues to highlight transport concerns and greenhouse gas emissions for the Shenley 
Park site at 9.4.1 and at 9.4.4 it refers to emissions from transport as a separate matter. Associated transport 
emissions are mentioned again at 9.11.1 where the report states: 'The allocation of WHA001 at the Milton Keynes edge 
will introduce new road users and associated transport emissions; however, there are no AQMAs in Milton Keynes, nor 
at Buckingham or Winslow. Site specific policy notably requires that: "An air quality and noise assessment shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Council prior to development commencing."
4.31 In the preparation of the Plan MK by MKC transport modelling of the A421 and the whole MK road network was 
undertaken. This work is independent of the Buckinghamshire modelling. The report: Milton Keynes Multi-Modal Model 
Update November 2017 (produced by AECOM), confirms at paragraph 1.6.9 that the A421 junctions are more 
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overloaded at the 2016 reference case. The situation is forecast to become more severe as illustrated in the figure 33 
in that report which shows the growth in delays for the 2031 reference case junction delay (MK wider area).
4.32 In the AVDC document ED 214C page 50-100, Jacobs in section 6.2, table 6.4 identifies Eaton Leys with three 
green ratings which means the transport impacts from this site are slight. Shenley Park however has three amber 
ratings which are described as moderate impacts on transport.
4.33 When the Buckinghamshire modelling is taken into account the Eaton Leys site is most suitable to allocate. If the 
MKC data is added then the case is made significantly stronger for Eaton Leys.
4.34 Whilst there may not be Air Quality Monitoring in MKC, the junctions of the A421 are already experiencing serious 
peak time congestion and the length of delay is increasing meaning more vehicles will be standing with engines running 
and air pollution increasing. This affects a number or routes including the V1, and most of the east- west routes like the 
H6, especially in the morning rush hour.
4.35 One specific junction (of many) on the A421 in Milton Keynes, is with Watling Street. It has serious delays now. It 
is physically constrained by the A5 bridge and then the West Coast Mainline railway bridge, so it has limited scope for 
increased capacity. This suggests that people living close to this junction will see a worsening of their air quality in the 
immediate future. The addition of Salden Chase will make this more severe, but the Shenley Park proposal would add 
even more pressure and pollution onto these roads and junctions.
4.36 It is also important to recognise the significant open green space in the Kingsmead area adjacent to the proposed 
allocation. A new grid road here would introduce noise, disturbance, pollution and destroy this valuable visual and 
social amenity. In addition, wherever the link or links are planned they will 'punch through' the North Bucks Way and the 
bridleway to the south which has well-established belts of mature deciduous woodland. This long-distance path runs 34 
miles from the Ridgeway at Chequers Nature Reserve to the county boundary at Pulpit Hill Nature Reserve. It links to 
the bridleway along the western boundary of Milton Keynes and these rights of way are an important amenity for people 
along the Milton Keynes boundary. It should not be surrounded by new development.
4.37 In the Viability Report (ED 216) the transport costs have been excluded and this is a fundamental omission. It 
means that the selection process of the strategic sites on the edge of Milton Keynes has not been fully addressed.
4.38 A final comment on the transport issues is that Shenley Park is a long way from the centre of Milton Keynes where 
the shopping and cultural facilities tend to congregate. Eaton Leys is closer and has the dual benefit of being much 
closer to Bletchley which requires more footfall to improve its town centre.
4.39 In previous Plans the emphasis has been on strategic extensions to the south east and south west of Milton 
Keynes. This was clear in the now revoked South East Plan and the accompanying Panel Report. The Salden Chase 
development accords with this regional strategy and Eaton Leys lies to the south east of Milton Keynes. Shenley Park 
is west of Milton Keynes and is not in accordance with this strategy although it is acknowledged it has been revoked. 

5.0 Details of the site proposed and constraints
 
5.1 As explained above Shenley Park has a high quality of landscape being within the Whaddon Chase Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area and it has significant heritage and ecological qualities. The eastern boundary is an historic long-
distance route now safeguarded as the North Bucks Way. It consists of hedgerows and trees and it clearly provides a 
defensible boundary in this part of the western edge of Milton Keynes.
5.2 Furthermore, the layout of open space roads and footpaths in Milton Keynes relates well to the open countryside 
beyond and provides valuable open space which has visual as well as physical and social benefits for the people who 
live here.
5.3 Within the site itself there are ancient woodlands, hedgerows and other remnants from the historic parkland. As the 
AVDC evidence shows the area of the site to the north west is highly sensitive because of the topography as well as 
the conservation importance of the nearby Whaddon village. Snelshall Priory earthworks lie just to the north of the site.
5.4 The southern part of the site has surface water flooding and there is a tributary to the Little Ousel which flows 
westwards. A well-established line of mature deciduous woodland runs along the southern boundary of the site with the 
A421.
5.5 There are several historic buildings within the site and Shenley Road runs through the site.
5.6 In addition, there is the Kingsbury to Buncefield Oil Pipeline (see Plan 2), which runs in a general north to south 
alignment on the east part of the Shenley Park site. It runs close to the North Bucks Way in the north east corner of the 
site and then follows the bridleway and right of way to the south before turning south - eastwards. Information provided 
from deeds and conveyance and supplemental deed documents shows parallel pipelines. Entry and use in exercise of 
the easements and rights granted by the Original Deed and the New Deed (can be supplied if required) provide for so 
much of the land as lies within a lateral distance of 3.048 metres (10 feet) from a point vertically above or below a part 
of the parallel pipe-lines or either of them and to obtain access to and egress from shall be agreed.
5.7 This adds a further constraint to the woodland and hedgerow belt which runs along the entire eastern boundary of 
the site,

6.0 Alternative approach and sites to assist the VALP in meeting its additional housing need

6.1 It has been made clear in the preceding paragraphs of this representation that despite AVDC claiming that there is 
little to choose between the three strategic sites on the edge of Milton Keynes which are being considered at this very 
late stage in the Plan preparation process, there is a clear justification for selecting Eaton Leys. This is based on 
transport, landscape, ecology and heritage grounds.
6.2 The fact that Salden Chase has a resolution to grant permission means that this has moved forward as a more 
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realistic option. The fact that the northern part of Eaton Leys has permission and more importantly is under construction 
means that in planning terms this location has moved forward even further than Salden Chase. It is clear that the 
planning evidence points to Eaton Leys ahead of Shenley Park.
6.3 In the Inspector's Interim Findings dated 29th August 2018 he explained that he had sufficient concerns to 
recommend AVDC that the VALP required some further work before it could be found sound. This representation 
establishes that insufficient further work has been undertaken by AVDC.
6.4 Firstly, AVDC has not engaged with MKC and has failed to demonstrate that it has met the legal Duty to Co-operate 
in these Main Modifications.
6.5 Secondly AVDC has 'jumped' to allocate Shenley Park, and then retrospectively commissioned evidence to try and 
justify the decision to allocate it. It produced a set of Frequently Asked Questions in an attempt to assist people 
responding to the consultation. Unfortunately as inadequate as it is, it was unsupported by comprehensive information 
and was therefore somewhat misleading. A copy of this document is attached in Appendix 1 with notes highlighting the 
errors.
6.6 Thirdly, AVDC has published the main modifications without a full explanation about why a larger allocation or 
allocations were not investigated more fully in Buckingham to help deliver the Western By Pass. It has also failed to 
revisit any prospect of some development adjacent to Leighton Buzzard. They have also failed to fully address the 
Inspector's finding that there was a disproportionately small role of villages.
6.7 Notwithstanding the above comments, KRG strongly believe that the major change to the VALP at such a late 
stage in the process warrants a re-opening of the Examination hearings if the AVDC decides to disregard or challenge 
the matters raised in this representation. 
6.8 Should the AVDC agree and delete the Shenley Park allocation and replace it with an allocation at Eaton Leys then 
the KRG would support the Plan. This will require more work but in the interests of fairness the hearings should be 
subject to a re-opened examination hearing in either scenario.

Appendix 1 
Frequently Asked Questions AVDC (Nb. Impact P S Ltd comments in red font)
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan(VALP)  Proposed Allocation of Shenley Park
FAQs September 2019 
 
These questions and answers are intended to clarify technical and procedural matters relating to the new proposed 
allocation at Shenley Park (WHA001), including information about how to make comments during the Main 
Modifications consultation that ends at 5.15pm on Tuesday 17 December 2019.  This document should be read in 
conjunction with the other consultation material. 
Why has this site been allocated at this stage? 
The Inspector's Interim Findings (ED166) which were issued in August 2018 following the examination hearing sessions 
set out that a modification to the Plan was required to redress the balance of housing development across Aylesbury 
Vale by increasing allocations in close proximity to Milton Keynes. The Inspector's instruction in document The 
Inspector also finds the lack of allocation adjacent to Leighton Buzzard 'remarkable'.
 ED181 Inspector's reply to AVDC's response to his Discussion Document D5 (4 March 2019), which we have no option 
to ignore or disagree with, said that the increased growth being met entirely by an allocation in the Milton Keynes area 
"would adequately address the specific recommendation of paragraph 37 of my Interim Findings". The choice of the 
site to be allocated was left to the council's discretion.  
What sites did the council consider? 
The housing requirement was also revised following comments from the Inspector. A significant factor leading the 
Inspector to propose this is the Oxford Cambridge arc with the new rail link and the Expressway. The Expressway 
remains uncertain at the moment and there are more suitable sites which could be much closer to the rail and 
proposed road if it happens. This should be clarified when we then know the precise route, but as AVDC now oppose 
the Expressway and there have been calls for a review the future of this road is significantly less certain. This led to the 
need for a site for over 1100 houses to be found on the edge of Milton Keynes. Three sites were identified and 
examined in more detail:   
* Shenley Park;  
* Extension to the existing Salden Chase Allocation; and  *  Eaton Leys (area within Aylesbury Vale).  
A site analysis was undertaken on the three alternative allocations during spring/summer 2019 and the evidence was 
published as examination documents in June and July 2019 https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/examination-
documents On the basis of the evidence, AVDC concluded despite their own evidence which raised concerns 
(transport, landscape and biodiversity, heritage & the SA) about the site.it was concluded that, on balance, Shenley 
Park was the preferred site. 
Did this site feature in any earlier versions of the Plan? 
Shenley Park has figured in previous versions of the VALP. In October 2015, the VALP Issues and Options 
consultation identified nine alternative development scenarios, of which five related to an extension to Milton 
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Keynes/Bletchley but these did not identify sites. In July 2016 the Draft VALP included potential housing allocations at 
Salden Chase and Shenley Park with a specific consultation event being held in Whaddon. Shenley Park was then 
removed from the Submission Plan.
Following debate of the site at the Examination hearings, the publication of the Interim Findings and initial preparation 
of the Proposed Modifications, the council then held a briefing for parish and town councils in July 2019. 
Outside of the VALP Milton Keynes Council, as part of the preparation of Plan MK, consulted on Strategic Development 
Directions (SDD) in January 2016 which included "Direction of Growth 1 - Development to the west, south west and/or 
south east of the city". That document said: 
"The growth envisaged in this direction takes the form of extensions to the existing urban area. This form of 
development has advantages in that it could be relatively straightforward to strengthen connections to the existing 
transport corridors and services within Milton Keynes whilst still being large enough to provide the additional facilities 
and infrastructure to meet the needs of residents." 
A Plan MK consultation event about the SDDs was held in Whaddon on 23 March 2016 which an AVDC officer 
attended.  
The MK Futures 2050 Commission Report This is not a statutory plan and should not carry weight. states that "we see 
some of the preferred locations for growth as beyond the boundaries of the Milton Keynes Council area in adjacent 
local authorities". 
 
Is there a detailed concept plan for what the development will look like as there are for other sites in the plan? 
No there isn't at this stage. Yes there is. AVDC do not do comprehensive research. There are two schemes prepared 
by Scott Brownrigg for Crest Nicholson in 2014 & 2016. There is no requirement for detailed concept plans of local plan 
allocations as they are strategic in nature. but they do assist in setting out the strategic issues and most importantly the 
ownership and control over the site.
A similar sized allocation at RAF Halton does not have a concept plan. Those sites with concept plans are those where 
planning consent has been granted or detailed plans have been submitted as part of a planning application. This site 
has not yet reached this stage. 
The Shenley Park allocation should it progress requires the preparation of a Supplementary Planning Document which 
will include a concept/masterplan plan. Public consultation will be an integral part of the process of progressing Shenley 
Park, through both the production of the SPD and the planning application process. 
What discussions have you had with Milton Keynes Council about this site? 
We have talked to Milton Keynes Council. Discussions between AVDC and MKC officers took place following the 
publication of the Interim Findings and during the site analysis process. Meetings were held in December 2018, May 
2019 and September 2019 and dialogue continues between officers what was the outcome, why were no councillors 
involved and where are the records of these meetings? 
Milton Keynes Council is being formally consulted about the proposal as part of the Main Modifications consultation 
process.  Milton Keynes Council has been kept informed throughout the preparation of VALP and they made 
representations about the Shenley Park site at the draft plan stage which raised concerns about traffic impacts, the 
need for mitigation of other impacts on MK & raised objection to the wording of the draft policy and disputed the 
Housing Market Areas.
Notably, MKC has consulted Duty to co-operate is not just consultation about the option of housing development within 
AVDC during the preparation of their Plan MK. 
Why do you need so many houses? 
As well as needing to satisfy a higher housing figure for the district that the Inspector has imposed, a major site at 
Buckingham which is shown as a reserve housing site in the 'made' Neighbourhood Plan. has been deleted because it 
is not deliverable and planning applications have been made for other site allocations with lower amounts of housing 
than the plan envisaged. We are also concentrating development on one site, rather than splitting provision over a 
number of sites, to ensure the delivery of infrastructure and community facilities. 
What provision will be made for infrastructure and community facilities? 
The VALP's overall approach to infrastructure is set out in Policy S5 (page 51 of the Proposed Submission VALP as 
proposed to be Modified). The specific policy for Shenley Park includes, amongst other requirements:  
* the need to provide primary school education; a new local centre; contribution to health facilities; 
* a new link road from the A421 through the site to connect into the existing MK grid road network; 
* high quality walking and pedestrian links throughout the site also linking up to the existing networks and;  
* contributions to the public transport network. 
What control does AVDC have on the countryside/green buffer to Whaddon, how big that will be and what form it will 
take? 
The policy for Shenley Park incudes criteria to conserve the setting of  Whaddon village and Conservation Area by 
establishing a substantial and well designed countryside buffer. The buffer is within the site boundary shown on the 
policies map but more detail and the exact amount of land for the buffer will be determined in considering the 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) or in any future planning application. 
Will this be part of Milton Keynes? 
No, there are no plans to change the district boundary Not as simple.... should this go ahead it will need to be designed 
to the MK standards and integrate with the grid road system. This is one of the issues which is not straightforward and 
involves agreement between AVDC and MKC. This needs to be addressed and so far it has not been done.
Why can't you just put this housing somewhere else in the district? 
The Inspector has been very clear that a new site must be identified in close proximity to Milton Keynes. 
How can you go ahead with this consultation when there is a general election? 
The decision to proceed with the consultation was taken before the election was announced so there is no legal 
justification to delay the consultation and the council is aiming to have an up to date, adopted local plan in place as 
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soon as possible. 
How can I see the documents if I have no access to the internet? 
There are deposit locations at Westcroft Library, Wimborne Crescent, Westcroft; Bletchley Library, Westfield Road, 
Bletchley and 11 other deposit locations throughout Aylesbury Vale where paper copies of the main consultation 
material can be viewed. Whaddon Parish Council has been supplied with a printed copy of the Main Modifications and 
submission VALP as proposed to be modified which will be made available for inspection.  
Where are the documents on the internet? 
The Statement of Availability sets out the relevant consultation documents and where they can be accessed online (as 
well as providing details of the deposit point locations where all the documents can be seen). A USB stick containing 
the documentation is available if required.  
There is so much information, how do I know what to look at? 
In the Proposed Main Modifications document, Also highlight the SA of the Modifications. Most will not want to wade 
through this but it shows the other sites are as good and, in some cases, better than Shenley Park. the proposed 
allocation at Shenley Park can be found on pages 44 - 46. The policy title is D-WHA001 Shenley Park and the 
modification reference is MM076. A location plan is also included in the Policies Maps at the back of the document 
(reference MM289) under the heading Northeast Aylesbury Vale. 
In the Proposed Submission Plan as proposed to be modified, the Shenley Park allocation can be found on pages 133 - 
135. 
How can I comment if I can't access the internet? Can I just write in? 
Yes, you can write in to Planning Policy, AVDC, The Gateway, Gatehouse Road, Aylesbury, HP19 8FF. You do not 
need to use the representation form, a letter will do. However you must give us your name, address and email (if you 
have one) so we can contact you if necessary. Without these details, we can't accept a representation. Where possible 
your representation should state whether you support or object to the modifications and if and  how the plan should be 
changed. 
Can you accept my comments if I just add my name to a list or petition? 
We cannot accept a representation with just a name. As above, you must give us your name, address and email if you 
have one so we can contact you if necessary. Without these details we cannot accept a representation. 
Can I just write in to say that I support the Parish Council's response 
We need more information than this.  If you wish to support the Parish Council's response, you would need to 
reproduce this in your comments so that we can be sure what your comment is.  You can make additional comments if 
you wish.   
Can residents in the Milton Keynes Council area make representations? 
Yes - representations are not limited to residents of Aylesbury Vale. 

Plan 1 
Whaddon Chase Biodiversity Opportunity Area  

Plan 2 
Kingsbury to Buncefield Oil Pipeline
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Full Text: I do not consider modifications MMO75 and MMO76 of AVDC's Local Plan (VALP), specifically the inclusion of the 
Shenley Park (WHA001) development area, to be sound or justified.

Shenley Park (WHA001) was NOT included in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan published in November 2017.  Its 
exclusion meant it was not included in the public hearing held in July 2018, denying local residents the opportunity to 
scrutinise the plans and AVDC's proposals.  This is a serious breach of NPPF guidelines (specifically paragraphs 155, 
158 and 182).  This is unfair and unjust.

Shenley Park's late inclusion means it has not been subject to the same level of preparation, and investigation as other 
identified development sites, including Eaton Leys and Salden Chase.  Nor have objectors to Shenley Park been 
afforded the same time or opportunity to investigate, scrutinise and formally object to the suggested development.  How 
can Shenley Park possibly be subject to the same tight deadline?  Did AVDC know that Shenley Park is less suitable 
and that it would meet stiff opposition - and hope that by only including it at the last minute, it would slip through 
unnoticed and/or unchallenged?

Specifically, in relation to WHA001, there are no concept plans, no illustrative layouts, no indication of highway 
distribution, no projections of vehicular/traffic impacts, no details of the green barrier between Whaddon village and 
new housing, no details regarding how essential public services will be paid for and no consideration to how to limit 
future development and urban sprawl once the natural development barrier of the North Bucks Way has been breached.

Some of these glaring developmental omissions can be explained by the almost total lack of cooperation between 
AVDC and MKDC - as confirmed by MKDC at their full council meeting on 23rd October 2019 when members across 
all parties agreed that a 'failure of cooperation' had occurred in contravention of 2014's PPG (paragraph 3-008), risking 
a non-adoption report.  This lack of cooperation has resulted in a disturbing lack of information in certain key 
development areas - resulting in a VALP that is demonstrably unsound, non-complaint and possibly unlawful.  

At this stage I would like to formally record my support for all the points raised in the submission prepared by Whaddon 
Parish Council, whose knowledge of development matters is second to none given their previous efforts to protect 
Whaddon village and the rolling countryside of the Whaddon Chase Valley.  AVDC would do well to consult with them 
at the earliest opportunity.

I have decided to focus my detailed representation on the following areas:

TRAFFIC
AVDC is aware that Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) collects detailed traffic volume data - but neither AVDC nor 
AECOMS consulted with or asked WPC for their traffic data before preparing their proposals.  Why not?  Where is the 
local engagement?  WPC can statistically demonstrate that weekday traffic levels have increased by over 50% in the 
last 5 years.  Road safety is a serious concern to Whaddon residents, many of whom will testify that both 
vehicle/vehicle accidents and vehicle/pedestrian accidents have increased over recent years.  HGV traffic has also 
increased, leaving village access roads dangerously potholed - a point AVDC finally acknowledged when they recently 
agreed to resurface the entire length of Codimoor Lane.  When asked by Whaddon Parish Council how a new grid road 
would address traffic concerns in Whaddon, AVDC revealed they had no plans and no answers!  Is AVDC aware of the 
sound public planning principle (adopted by both Government and Local Authorities nationwide) that 'infrastructure 
must come before development'?  Worryingly, AVDC confirmed that traffic issues would only be resolved at the 
detailed planning stage.  And if they can't be?  It would then be too late.  Sensible, sustainable planning policy dictates 
that you resolve issues before committing to considerable expense.  It would be foolhardy to start a journey before 
deciding on the destination.  Clearly a proposed development of this scale sited on the border between Aylesbury Vale 
and Milton Keynes requires traffic impact analysis across both authorities.  Not only has this not occurred, but each 
authority uses a different traffic modelling technique (neither of which consider the impact of major development on the 
surrounding road network).  Given the 'failure of cooperation' between AVDC and MKC, it is clear that cooperation at 
the traffic impact level has not taken place.  Further evidence of this lack of cooperation is evidenced by MKC's refusal 
to consent to access into Salden Chase from the A421 due to 'insufficient evidence to mitigate traffic'.  If development 
of 1,855 houses is approved at Salden Chase, how will residents access their homes?  Via Newton Longville?  This 
would have a devastating effect on Newton Longville.  MKC could similarly deny access to Shenley Park (WHA001) 
from the A421 or along the North Bucks Way, with the resulting traffic through Whaddon destroying the character, 
environment and safety of Whaddon village.  Both authorities should be reminded that their failure to cooperate is a 
clear contravention of 2014's PPG (paragraph 3-008) and risks a non-adoption report recommendation from the 
Inspector.  These important issues cannot simply be overlooked and must be resolved before identified development 
sites can be included in the Local Plan.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES
The failure of AVDC and MKDC to cooperate by engaging in effective discussion and undertaking proper joint-working 
has also led to serious concerns regarding the provision of and long-term sustainability of essential public services.  In 
summary, Shenley Park residents would reside in Aylesbury Vale, pay taxes to AVDC, but use taxpayer-funded 
services in Milton Keynes.  For example:

Respondent: Mr Adam Stewart [32747] Agent: N/A
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    * EDUCATION:  WHA001 outline plans do not provide for a secondary school as it would 'not be viable'.  Where then 
will children of secondary school age be educated?  Especially when you consider that Milton Keynes' secondary 
schools are already at full capacity (and in any case are intended for MKC residents).  More worryingly, how will their 
education be financed?  Due to the lack of cooperation between AVDC and MKDC there has been no discussion (and 
therefore no agreement) on any transfers of taxes raised from residents of any of the identified development areas to 
MKDC in order to adequately fund secondary schools.
    * EMPLOYMENT:  Remarkably, the Main Modifications do not mention employment.  It is highly likely that residents 
of Shenley Park (WHA001) would work in Milton Keynes.  Transport infrastructure in Milton Keynes is already at 
breaking point and Whaddon has evidence of steadily increasing volumes of traffic, with corresponding increases in 
danger to both motorists and pedestrians.  MKC's November 2019 refusal to consent access into Salden Chase from 
the A421 is a problem that is highly likely to apply to WHA001.  Due to a lack of cooperation, insufficient thought has 
been given to linking future residents to their place of work.  Without a sustainable transport plan, VALP, and in 
particular the inclusion of WHA001, is unsound.
    * HEALTHCARE AND AMBULANCE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for healthcare 
services.  Residents will inevitably use health services located in Milton Keynes, especially Milton Keynes Hospital.  
Limited cooperation on budgeting for residents of Shenley Park's use of Milton Keynes Hospital has taken place and 
AVDC has only agreed to a single, one-off payment of £2m.  There have been no discussions regarding the ongoing 
and financing of the provision of healthcare and ambulance services.  Certainly a £2m one-off fiscal transfer will be a 
drop in the ocean compared to the ongoing cost of providing hospital services to approximately 2,900 new AVDC 
residents.
    * WASTE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for waste services.  Residents will inevitably use 
waste services, including recycling facilities, located in Milton Keynes.
    * POLICE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for police services.  Residents in WHA001 will 
inevitably use and rely on police services located in Milton Keynes.
    * FIRE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for fire services.  Residents in WHA001 will inevitably 
use and rely on the fire prevention and extinguishing services located in Milton Keynes.

Milton Keynes Council (MKC) currently uses a tariff system to fund infrastructure and community facilities.  Every new 
dwelling contributes £20,000.  If WHA001 were located in Milton Keynes, the 1,150 new homes would raise c. £23m for 
MKC.  As it stands, and due to a complete failure to cooperate, MKC will receive just £2m (nominally earmarked for MK 
hospital), instead of c. £23m (plus ongoing council tax revenue).  Recognising that MKC is being asked to fund 
significant infrastructure and ongoing public services provision for AVDC residents, MKC members have suggested that 
a boundary change be considered to allow MKC to align the revenue collection and service provision for any new 
residents.  This was immediately rejected by AVDC - in no small part due to the undeniable fact that WHA001 allows 
AVDC to collect a significant sum in council taxes whilst letting MKC bear the cost of providing many of their essential 
public services.

Referring to WHA001, the 'suggested changes' document mentions that 'the development will use some facilities in 
Milton Keynes, given its proximity'  (paragraph f).  The reference to 'some' is repeated in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report Addendum in Section 9.9.1.  'Some' dependency is unacceptably vague.  MM076 mentions a primary school 
and a small care home - but there is almost no mention of any public service provision for residents between primary 
school age and those entering a care home.  AVDC must more clearly define which public services AVDC is providing 
and financing and which public services they are expecting MKC to provide and finance.  Can AVDC confirm what 
discussions have taken place between AVDC and MKDC in relation to the provision of and the financing of essential 
public services?  Has an agreement been reached?  It is clear that there will be an almost total dependency of 
residents in WHA001 on public services provided by and paid for by Milton Keynes Council.  Is it any wonder the 
members have serious reservation and are objecting even at this early stage in small but meaningful ways, such as 
refusing to grant planning permission for access roads from the A421?

The issue arising from the provision of all public services is that AVDC will collect local taxes, but it will be MKC that will 
bear the cost of providing essential public services - or not.  Without cooperation, MKC will either refuse to provide 
services for residents of AVDC, or these services will be underfunded and deficient.  Cooperation - and an agreement 
on fiscal transfers to fund joint services - must take place and be concluded before any discussion about development 
should begin.  Without agreement on transfers of money to provide for the essential public services - or an agreed 
boundary change, the VALP is unsustainable, non-complaint and therefore unsound.

MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT BARRIER
In 1998, a study by Llewelyn-Davies (at the request of SERPLAN) concluded that the 'Shenley Ridge forms a division 
between the urbanity of Milton Keynes and the rolling Buckinghamshire
countryside'.  The study repeated the earlier recommendations that future development be kept to the East of Shenley 
Ridge which "forms a logical and obvious boundary to development".

The Public Inspector wrote that he did "not see the logic of regarding the Whaddon Valley as a possible long-term 
development area.  To do so disregards the qualities of the valley landscape and the merits of the Shenley Ridge as a 
logical and clear long-term boundary.".  He concluded by confirming that in his view "the combination of the character 
of the landscape and the distinctiveness of the ridge dictate that development should not "spill over" the ridge."

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-policy/documents/Part_1.pdf
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The North Bucks Way is a natural continuation of the Shenley Ridge and therefore serious consideration should be 
given to the findings and conclusions of the Planning Inspector's report (dated 7th April 2004).  AVDC should 
conclude - alongside MKC - that the heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way should represent 'a logical and obvious 
boundary to development'.  It is illogical and unnecessary to expand the city boundary into WHA001.  Milton Keynes' 
own 'Strategic Development Directions Consultation' document (dated January 2016) identified the development areas 
in question, including WHA001, to be 'potential strategic green spaces and linear park extensions'.  Further evidence 
that there has been no serious co-ordination or joint strategic planning regarding development sites abutting local 
authority boundaries.

Even the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal - so heavily relied upon by VALP - confirms that 'significant development 
would be contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan objectives'.  Both 
Shenley Park (WHA001) and Salden Chase are within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area!

Without defining a natural development barrier, where would encroachment into the open countryside end?  
Buckingham?  AVDC should mirror MKC's  ambitions to ensure 'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' are placed at the 
top of the agenda whilst celebrating the rich variety of wildlife by protecting landscapes and habitats etc.  Many 
objectors to this amendment and development at Shenley Park (WHA001) will consider that AVDC is too easily 
influenced by profit-hungry developers - many of whom are already racing to secure development rights on tracts of 
agricultural land reaching as far as Buckingham town.  This is evidenced by Crest Homes' 'Development Opportunity 
Plan (May 2014) showing future development directional arrows pointing even further west than the development 
proposed at Shenley Park (WHA001).  Local Authorities in conjunction with local stakeholders should be defining future 
development areas based on sound planning practices, not developers with deep pockets and solely economic 
motives. 

CONCLUSION
It is undeniable that AVDC has only included WHA001 at this late stage due to its failure to allocate housing in 
previously approved sites in Buckingham, Winslow, Haddenham etc.  Why should the residents of South-West Milton 
Keynes - and Whaddon in particular - suffer the consequences of a poorly prepared submission only because AVDC 
failed to follow due process?  Lack of time to prepare sound local area plans should not replace the need for adherence 
to sensible planning practice and regulations.  There are serious and unanswered questions regarding the late inclusion 
of WHA001, lack of due process and representation, lack of official documents (and the complex manner in which they 
are presented to the public), environmental concerns (especially in relation to suggested development within a 
Biodiversity opportunity Area), concerns regarding the initial and ongoing cost of providing essential public services to 
residents of AVDC, not to mention the funding of and findings of the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal and a 
demonstrable failure of AVDC and MKC to cooperate and work jointly on even the most basic of issues such as site 
access.  

Although I have focused the attention of my objection on why WHA001 is totally unsuitable for development, resulting 
in an unsound and legally non-complaint VALP, if development must take place in one or more of the identified sites, 
there are clearly more acceptable sites than Shenley Park, including Eaton Leys.

AVDC must now answer the following questions:
    * Why was Shenley Park (WHA001) not considered suitable for the 2017 VALP?
    * Why was it suddenly (and unexpectedly) included in the October 2019 modifications document?
    * Does AVDC accept the inclusion of WHA001 at such a late stage is in breach of NPPF guidelines?
    * Will AVDC publish the results of the research that led it to conclude there would only be 'some' dependence of 
residents, when even a brief glance through the published documents reveal that there would be an almost total 
dependence.
    * Will AVDC publish the results of their discussions and cooperation with MKC - especially in relation to capacity 
building and ongoing financial sustainability of essential public services, including details of ongoing transfers AVDC 
will make to MKC.
    * What degree of influence does the landowner and potential developer of WHA001 have on AVDC?
    * In reaching their conclusions, AVDC appears to place disproportionate weight on the findings of the AECOM 
Sustainability Appraisal.  Why?  Can all parties be reassured that the AECOM findings are truly 100% impartial?  And, 
in particular, free from any developer influence or bias?
    * Will AVDC reopen the Inspector's Hearing Sessions?  If not, why not?

Local residents, particularly those who in the historic Domesday village of Whaddon must be given the opportunity to 
formally object to the very serious and negative impacts such a large development will have on their village - especially 
on the environment and road safety.  A re-opening of the Inspector's Hearing Sessions (with both AVDC and MKC 
present) is the only acceptable way forward.  This would allow previous objectors and Whaddon residents who have 
been denied the opportunity to speak and object at a hearing to seek satisfactory answers to genuine concerns, 
including crucial transport, landscape and social issues. 

Policy MM076, including all development at Shenley Park (WHA001) must be deleted from the VALP before adoption 
of the VALP occurs.  Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase should be considered sustainable replacements.  Better 
still, alternative, more-sustainable sites should be identified closer to larger towns in Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping 
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that town's sustainability and economy, rather than that of Milton Keynes.

[I am also attaching a pdf copy of my objection to MM076]

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Even the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal - so heavily relied upon by VALP - confirms that 'significant development 
would be contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan objectives'. Both 
Shenley Park (WHA001) and Salden Chase are within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area!
In reaching their conclusions, AVDC appears to place disproportionate weight on the findings of the AECOM 
Sustainability Appraisal. Why? Can all parties be reassured that the AECOM findings are truly 100% impartial? And, in 
particular, free from any developer influence or bias?

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP (MM076) Objection - Adam Stewart.pdf
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Full Text: I have lived in Whaddon Village for 40 years, was born locally, and have worked and lived in and around Milton Keynes 
for my entire life. I consider that I know the area particularly well.  I have read the full submission by Whaddon Parish 
Council and fully agree with all the points raised within it. I do not intend to repeat those arguments here, apart from 
one very important issue which appertains to the re-opening of the hearing sessions.  It is essential for 'fairness' 
reasons that residents of Whaddon have the opportunity to express their concerns about the Shenley Park (WHA001) 
site and the Main Modification MM076, because it is clear to me and many others that the proper process has not been 
followed by our Local Authority - AVDC, and there are huge 'question marks' over the validity and accuracy of the 
AECOM Sustainability Appraisal, which although coming out 'just' in favour of Shenley Park fails to make a proper case 
of testing the three appraised sites against one another, and has a definite bias when it comes to favouring the 
Whaddon site. I hope the Inspector uses his discretion and reopens the Inquiry Hearing, and gives all parties plenty of 
notice so that they may prepare accordingly.  This timetable should not be influenced by the imminent demise of 
AVDC, because the new single Unitary Authority for Bucks should be able to seamlessly continue the VALP progress.

This is a new point that I do not believe was adequately covered in the Whaddon Parish response, so I ask the 
Inspector to consider it :-

"Policy D2 Delivery site allocations in the rest of the district  - should be amended to exclude the proposed allocation at 
Shenley Park (WHA001) and instead include land at Eaton Leys, if it is decided only one strategic site should replace 
Shenley Park.  However, I believe that given the delays and uncertainty associated with the delivery of the Salden 
Chase allocation, and the possible slippage of the RAF Halton Camp site in delivery timescales, consideration should 
be given to the allocation of a combination of sites to deliver the c.1150 plus additional dwellings. For example this 
could include that part of Eaton Leys within the AVDC district and also land around Newton Leys (as opposed to Salden 
Chase), which I understand is available and has been promoted to AVDC during the VALP process. This would 
represent a simple and easy to achieve extension to a new and thriving Milton Keynes community that has brand new 
facilities such as a new primary school, bus services and community facilities. This site is also conveniently located at 
the head of the A4146 and Stoke Hammond bypass, meaning that the additional traffic generated by these new homes 
would not impact on the A421 which is the subject of so many well founded and accurate capacity and safety concerns. 
Such an approach reduces the risk of the strategic site not coming forward as soon as anticipated, spreads the risk and 
supports housing delivery. As mentioned earlier, I believe that the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum is already 
seriously flawed, but another failing is that it did not consider the reasonable alternative of meeting the housing 
numbers adjacent to Milton Keynes through a combination of sites rather than just relying on one strategic site." 
 
This is the second point that I believe was not adequately covered in the Whaddon Parish response, and it relates, in 
my opinion, to the important point of 'consistency' within the planning process, which surely should not be overlooked or 
ignored, when considering previous studies by eminent companies, and those comments made by previous Inspectors, 
in relation to the landscape to the west of Milton keynes beyond the Shenley Ridge and the continuation thereof being 
the long distance bridleway (North Bucks Way or Milton Keynes Boundary Walk). In essence, this established edge to 
Milton Keynes has been recognised over many, many years as being worth protecting, and until such time as this well-
founded principle has to be broken (and that time has not yet come), it is much more sensible, and good planning logic 
to identify less sensitive sites that will not have such a damaging impact on the landscape, biodiversity opportunities 
and those communities living in the areas to the west of Milton Keynes. 

I do not believe that this Public Consultation period is the appropriate time or place to spread 50 years of planning and 
landscape decisions and opinions before you, as you have much else to consider.  However,  if you would be prepared 
to, at least inspect and take account of these 'previous opinions' at a further hearing - in order that you may better 
understand the original 'setting up' and 'growth pattern' of Milton Keynes, and thereafter consider the shared views of 
your predecessors (when they have had to reach similar difficult expansion decisions), then these can be prepared and 
submitted at that time. Such background documents were submitted during the September 2003 'A Ridge too Far' 
campaign during an earlier Milton Keynes Local Plan Inquiry, where a large strategic site within Milton Keynes, on the 
opposite side of Whaddon Village was contested on similar grounds. On that occasion the landscape and traffic 
arguments submitted by the village were upheld and the village preserved that part of the historic Whaddon Chase.  
The documents, if allowed, would include  pertinent extracts and comments from, amongst others :-

1966 - In the 'report of the Inquiry' into 'The Draft of the North Buckinghamshire New Town', recommendations of 
Inspector Mr. G C Godber CBE.

1967 - Ministry of Housing and Local Government, Mr. J. Palmer (Assistant Secretary), when confirming the New Town 
Designation Order.

1992 - M.K. Expansion Study.  The Llewelyn-Davies report, commissioned by MKC.

1994 - PPG - Planning and the Historical Environment (addendum 8)

1998 - The later Update of the 1992 M.K. Expansion Study .... Which follows the general theme throughout and 
excluded the further expansion west beyond the North Bucks Way, as this would encroach into the very high quality 
landscape containing extensive and attractive views and destroy the historic nature of the area.

Respondent: Mr Graham Stewart [31849] Agent: N/A
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2002 - Public Inquiry into Objections to the Deposit Draft of the Aylesbury Vale District Plan : Inspectors report Part 2.  
By, Peter Beasley Dip TP. Dip ld. MRTPI, Inspector.

2004 - Milton Keynes Local Plan Inquiry, Interim (Part 1) Report by, Keith Holland, Inspector

Thank you for considering these points.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: There are huge 'question marks' over the validity and accuracy of the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal, which although 
coming out 'just' in favour of Shenley Park fails to make a proper case of testing the three appraised sites against one 
another, and has a definite bias when it comes to favouring the Whaddon site.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP,so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the  opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the other two competing sites during the public learning sessions held by the inspector on July 2018. 
Because of the very late introduction of SP the inspectors must be strongly encouraged to open a further hearing 
session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this critical omission can be rectified. It is completely unfair 
and unjust not to allow detailed and proper comparison testing between the three competing sites. 
 Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the inspectors of the impact such a large development will 
have on their environment, lives and health, road safety and general well-being of particular concern is the expected 
substantial increase in traffic bringing with it additional pollution and noise, within the village of Whaddon and 
surrounding country roads. The A421 is already a bottleneck and the delays and pollution will be made much worse by 
adding this many vehicles to it. Very surprisingly, the SA does not mention the SA does not mention the important 
North Bucks Way at all, but a new road access into SP must out across this natural boundary that currently forms a 
strong definable western edge to the existing built-up area of MK. Its importance as an old established landscaped 
barrier and existing habitat and wildlife  corridor is overlooked Cutting through this ancient corridor by one if not two, 
grid road extensions will unnecessarily harm attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside. "Virgin" land which does not 
enjoy any further outer boundary that could be described as a similar long-term and defensible boundary. en the three 
competing sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a "duty to co -operate when considering significant strategic cross-
boundary housing allocations. Such a duty cannot be rectified during a public consultation period. AVDC have paid lip-
service to this, but they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation through effective discussion or proper 
joint working, representing a significant failure of "duty tot co -operate" at an early stage. Shenley Park (SP) was not 
included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC residents have been completely denied 
the opportunity to properly debate and cross-examine AVDC'S decision to choose SP over the two competing sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operate when considering significant cross-boundary 
housing allocations. AVDC have paid Lip Service, but have not addressed this through effective discussion or joint 
working. It is illegal and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city boundary into Shenley Park. Why cross a 
strong defensible bridleway boundary  and much valued open unspoilt countryside, when there are two more 
appropriate, and easier to develop, alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Very surprisingly, the SA does not mention the important North Bucks Way at all, but a new road access into SP must 
out across this natural boundary that currently forms a strong definable western edge to the existing built-up area of MK.

Respondent: Mr David Froggatt [32740] Agent: N/A
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Not Specified
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Full Text: The Habitats Regulations Assessment does not mention SSSI Foxcote (Otherwise known as Foscote) Reservoir at all 
yet we have site allocation MMO006 that will bring housing and development to within a couple of hundred metres of 
this SSSI. There has therefore been no assessment on any possibly impacts on this SSSI. Therefore this would make 
the Habitats Regulation Assessment unsound in relation to site MMO006

Change to Plan As the impact of MMO006 on SSSI Foxcote Reservoir does not appear to have been assessed I believe it is unsound 
and not legally compliant and therefore MMO006 should be removed from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The Habitats Regulations Assessment does not mention SSSI Foxcote (Otherwise known as Foscote) Reservoir at all 
yet we have site allocation MMO006 that will bring housing and development to within a couple of hundred metres of 
this SSSI. There has therefore been no assessment on any possibly impacts on this SSSI. Therefore this would make 
the Habitats Regulation Assessment unsound in relation to site MMO006

Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Summary: p33 - Halton development effects on the Chilterns Beech woods in terms of recreational use and air quality, and Natural 
England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in the 
previous consultation

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3440 - 32090 - Habitats Regulation Assessment to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (June 2019) - None

3440 Support

Habitats Regulation Assessment to the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (June 2019)

VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2977 - 27458 - MM001 - ii, iv

2977 Object

MM001VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan As it stands the housing numbers are unsound. Either the 'early' Review is re-established (and the
consequence of not doing so reflected in a new Policy) or the housing numbers and allocations
should be increased significantly increased thus making the current version of the Plan unsound.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The modified but low housing numbers in the Plan can only be justified if the Plan includes a commitment for an early 
review. That linkage is essential because the Plan has been prepared under NPPF 2012 which was allowed by 
Government as a 'stop-gap' measure. Full housing provision for the VALP would be some 48,000 homes over the Plan 
period using the 'standard method' so even the Plan is providing 30,233 homes that is some 18,000 homes short. The 
'early review' commitment is now proposed for deletion so that Plan, based on the numbers now proposed, is unsound 
not being effective or consistent with national policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3008 - 32735 - MM001 - None

3008 Support

MM001VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Crest Nicholson fully support the Aylesbury Vale OAN figure, annual housing requirement and total VALP requirement 
increasing to 20,600, 1,430 and 28,600 respectively.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Crest Nicholson fully support the Aylesbury Vale OAN figure, annual housing requirement and total VALP requirement 
increasing to 20,600, 1,430 and 28,600 respectively.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3053 - 32719 - MM001 - None

3053 Support

MM001VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Bovis Homes welcomes the increase to the District's housing requirement from a total requirement of 27,400 dwellings 
over the plan period 2013-2033 to a revised figure of 28,600 dwellings; as reflected in MM003. This is on the basis of 
an increased Full Objectively Assessed Need (FOAN) for Aylesbury Vale of 20,600 dwellings, which is based on a 17% 
uplift to the household projection-based estimate of housing need. As such, Bovis Homes also welcomes the updated 
Objectively Assessed Need figures, as amended in MM001. 

It is therefore noted that Aylesbury Vale's housing requirement has become yet more challenging and that further 
development will be required to ensure that this will be met.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Bovis Homes welcomes the increase to the District's housing requirement and also welcomes the updated Objectively 
Assessed Need figures, as amended in MM001.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3239 - 29373 - MM001 - i

3239 Support

MM001VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:
Thank you for consulting the Canal & River Trust. We have no further comments to make.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The Canal and River Trust supports the whole plan (VALP) .

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3327 - 29918 - MM001 - i, ii, iii, iv

3327 Object

MM001VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan All of the references to the housing requirement or objectively assessed need should be amended accordingly.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The proposed housing requirement of 28,600 homes does not respond to the concerns identified by the Inspector. It is 
necessary, as a minimum, to increase this to 30,345 homes, although this could well be greater depending upon the 
market signals uplift and the inclusion of the buffer within the housing requirement.

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MM001 etc 12.12.19. FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3579 - 32949 - MM001 - None

3579 Object

MM001VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan As per previous representations

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Note amendment to
the OAN figure, the annual housing requirement figure and the total housing requirement figure
respectively.
Notwithstanding the Inspector's interim views and the proposed modifications to the VALP,
Gladman's position regarding the OAN and the housing requirement remains as per our previous
submissions (both written and oral) to the EiP.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2978 - 27458 - MM002 - ii, iv

2978 Object

MM002VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan As it stands the housing numbers are unsound. Either the 'early' Review is re-established (and the
consequence of not doing so reflected in a new Policy) or the housing numbers and allocations
should be increased significantly increased thus making the current version of the Plan unsound.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The modified but low housing numbers in the Plan can only be justified if the Plan includes a
commitment for an early review. That linkage is essential because the Plan has been prepared under
NPPF 2012 which was allowed by Government as a 'stop-gap' measure. Full housing provision for
the VALP would be some 48,000 homes over the Plan period using the 'standard method' so even
the Plan is providing 30,233 homes that is some 18,000 homes short. The 'early review' commitment
is now proposed for deletion so that Plan, based on the numbers now proposed, is unsound not being
effective or consistent with national policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3010 - 32735 - MM002 - None

3010 Support

MM002VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Crest Nicholson fully support the Aylesbury Vale OAN figure, annual housing requirement and total VALP requirement 
increasing to 20,600, 1,430 and 28,600 respectively.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Crest Nicholson fully support the Aylesbury Vale OAN figure, annual housing requirement and total VALP requirement 
increasing to 20,600, 1,430 and 28,600 respectively.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3055 - 32719 - MM002 - None

3055 Support

MM002VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As Bovis Homes' representation to MM001.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: As Bovis Homes' representation to MM001.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3580 - 32949 - MM002 - None

3580 Object

MM002VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan As per original submissions

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Note the amendment to
the OAN figure, the annual housing requirement figure and the total housing requirement figure
respectively.
2.1.2 Notwithstanding the Inspector's interim views and the proposed modifications to the VALP,
Gladman's position regarding the OAN and the housing requirement remains as per our previous
submissions (both written and oral) to the EiP.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2979 - 27458 - MM003 - ii, iv

2979 Object

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan As it stands the housing numbers are unsound. Either the 'early' Review is re-established (and the
consequence of not doing so reflected in a new Policy) or the housing numbers and allocations
should be increased significantly increased thus making the current version of the Plan unsound.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The modified but low housing numbers in the Plan can only be justified if the Plan includes a
commitment for an early review. That linkage is essential because the Plan has been prepared under
NPPF 2012 which was allowed by Government as a 'stop-gap' measure. Full housing provision for
the VALP would be some 48,000 homes over the Plan period using the 'standard method' so even
the Plan is providing 30,233 homes that is some 18,000 homes short. The 'early review' commitment
is now proposed for deletion so that Plan, based on the numbers now proposed, is unsound not being
effective or consistent with national policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3011 - 32735 - MM003 - None

3011 Support

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Crest Nicholson fully support the Aylesbury Vale OAN figure, annual housing requirement and total VALP requirement 
increasing to 20,600, 1,430 and 28,600 respectively.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Crest Nicholson fully support the Aylesbury Vale OAN figure, annual housing requirement and total VALP requirement 
increasing to 20,600, 1,430 and 28,600 respectively.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3056 - 32719 - MM003 - None

3056 Support

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As Bovis Homes' representation to MM001.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: As Bovis Homes' representation to MM001.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3511 - 32962 - MM003 - i, ii, iv

3511 Object

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The representations set out in detail why it is considered that a minimum 20% uplift remains appropriate based on a full 
assessment of market signals
On the day of adoption, the Plan and its policies will be considered against the 2019 Framework and this already 
requires that Local Plans are reviewed when they need updating, and at least once every five years (Paragraph 33). 
This states that the requirement for review should take into account changing circumstances affecting the local plan 
area, including whether the applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3534 - 32948 - MM003 - i

3534 Support

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: One of the proposed main modifications is that the total housing provision in the plan should be increased from 27,400 
to 28,600. Whilst the text continues to explain that this allows for 5,750 houses to meet Chiltern and South Bucks 
needs, the reference to this in Policy S2 is now  recommended to be deleted. This Council support the proposed 
modification to the policy and the increase in the housing provision figure.

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Main Modifications Consultation (November 2019) 
-The examination into the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan took place in July 2018. A key part of this plan is the proposal to 
meet Chiltern and South Bucks unmet housing needs by building an additional 5,750 dwellings in houses in Aylesbury. 

-This Council made representations at the examination that it was not reasonable or sustainable to import housing from 
outside of the "functional" Housing Market Area such as the southern part of South Bucks. It was estimated that 1,750 
houses fell into this category and so this number should be deducted from the number of houses being built in 
Aylesbury to accommodate South Bucks unmet need. 

-Inspector published his interim finding in August 2018. This concluded that the plan could be made sound through 
modifications which are now the subject to public consultation until the 17th December.

-The Inspector has proposed that the total housing provision in the plan should be increased from 27,400 to 28,600. 
Whilst the text continues to explain that this allows for 5,750 houses to meet Chiltern and South Bucks needs, the 
reference to this in Policy S2 is now recommended to be deleted. It is recommended that this proposed modification to 
the policy should be supported.

-The plan was prepared under the now superseded 2012 version of the NPPF. As a result the Objectively Assessed 
Housing Need figure for Aylesbury of 20,600 was derived from their own Housing Needs Assessment. All plans now 
have to use the Government's standard methodology for calculating housing needs. Using this, the current housing 
needs figure for Aylesbury would be 29,520. This means that the plan is not actually going to meet the District's own 
needs and there is no scope for it to provide for the 8,000 unmet needs from Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks.

-It is not possible to object to the proposed modifications on this basis but it makes it all the more important that the 
figures are removed from Policy S2.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: One of the proposed main modifications is that the total housing provision in the plan should be increased from 27,400 
to 28,600. Whilst the text continues to explain that this allows for 5,750 houses to meet Chiltern and South Bucks 
needs, the reference to this in Policy S2 is now  recommended to be deleted. This Council support the proposed 
modification to the policy and the increase in the housing provision figure.

Respondent: Slough Borough Council (Mr Paul Stimpson) 

[32948]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to consultations on RBWM, Aylesbury Vale and Spelthorne Local Plans.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3582 - 32949 - MM003 - None

3582 Object

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan As per original submissions

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Note the amendment to
the OAN figure, the annual housing requirement figure and the total housing requirement figure
respectively.
2.1.2 Notwithstanding the Inspector's interim views and the proposed modifications to the VALP,
Gladman's position regarding the OAN and the housing requirement remains as per our previous
submissions (both written and oral) to the EiP.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3609 - 30433 - MM003 - None

3609 Object

MM003VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan Revise OAN and housing figures in plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Given the passage of time since the OAN (objective assessment of housing
need) was carried out, AVDC should be required to ensure the OAN is
informed by the latest available information and whether is gives rise to
meaningful change as well as how requirement should be apportioned
between different Housing Market Areas.

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2982 - 27458 - MM004 - ii, iv

2982 Object

MM004VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan MM026, and consequent changes
The 'early review' commitment should be reintroduced into Policy S9 by the following amendment
Irrespective of the above criteria, the Plan will be urgently reviewed, not least to reflect the
need for higher housing numbers to reach the stage of another Submitted Plan (currently
Regulation 22) within 2 years of the adoption of this Plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: In response to overall housing numbers (MM001, 002, 003, 010) breaking the link between
what are low housing numbers with the commitment for an 'early review' is unsound (NPPF
2012 para 182 'justified', 'consistent with national policy').
A Plan based on maintaining that link could only be sound if the early Review was a
commitment. The reason for this change is the administrative inconvenience of the abolition of AVDC and
its replacement Buckinghamshire Council from April 2020. This is not significant reason to
change 'early' to '5 years from adoption'

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3012 - 32735 - MM004 - None

3012 Support

MM004VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached documents:

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 1
32735 Crest Nicholson Section 2
32735 Crest Nicholson Section 3

These documents set out Crest Nicholson's support to MM004.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Please see attached documents:

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 1
32735 Crest Nicholson Section 2
32735 Crest Nicholson Section 3

These documents set out Crest Nicholson's support to MM004.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 1.pdf

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 3.pdf

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3459 - 32931 - MM004 - None

3459 Support

MM004VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The SWMK Consortium's representations to Paragraph 1.13 of the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 
(PSVALP) commented on a new settlement option to meet future development needs - see Rep Id. 2278. It is 
considered that there is sufficient unconstrained land available on the edge of the strategic settlements, including at 
Milton Keynes, to accommodate future housing needs. It is acknowledged that a new settlement may be identified and 
assessed as an option to meet future development needs, but there should be no commitment to take the new 
settlement option forward in any future review of VALP. 

The proposed change in Main Modification MM004 deleting the reference to a commitment to consider a new 
settlement option through an early review is supported.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: It is considered that there is sufficient unconstrained land available on the edge of the strategic settlements, including 
at Milton Keynes, to accommodate future housing needs. It is acknowledged that a new settlement may be identified 
and assessed as an option to meet future development needs, but there should be no commitment to take the new 
settlement option forward in any future review of VALP. 

The proposed change in Main Modification MM004 deleting the reference to a commitment to consider a new 
settlement option through an early review is supported.

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3463 - 32963 - MM004 - i, ii, iii

3463 Object

MM004VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of IPE Orchestra Land

Change to Plan Reinstatement of the commitment to an early review;

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The requirement for an early review should not be deleted and should instead be reinstated. The Housing Numbers for 
AVDC are set to rise under the Standard
Methodology, and the time elapsed since the HEDNA was prepared. Therefore, an early review should still be proposed 
to address the increased housing need. This would be the most appropriate strategy, as required by the NPPF.

Respondent: IPE Orchestra [32963] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32282 Schmull, Mark - Arrow Planning_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3481 - 32964 - MM004 - i, iii

3481 Object

MM004VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: object to the proposed modification to the VALP to delete reference
to AVDC undertaking an early review
the proportion of the revised housing requirement which is to meet the District's
own housing need falls substantially below meeting local housing need calculated using
the Government's standard method (1,423 dpa). Thus, the VALP will not address housing
affordability pressures across the Housing Market Area (HMA)
does not reflect Oxford - Cambridge arc
The delays in progressing the adoption of the VALP, and therefore the timing of a review
being completed, and the current uncertainty regarding the future of plan-making within
Buckinghamshire associated with the transition to a unitary authority

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3584 - 32949 - MM004 - None

3584 Object

MM004VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan  to reinstate reference to undertaking an early review.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It
will be necessary for the Buckinghamshire Council to undertake reviews of the various Local Plans
which would result in the preparation of a plan covering the whole area. Urge the Council to reinstate reference to 
undertaking an early review.
This is of particular importance given the
authority falls within the Cambridge to Oxford Growth Arc and the Government is seeking to
deliver a transformational scale of growth within this corridor in the period up to 2050.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3483 - 32964 - MM006 - i, iii

3483 Object

MM006VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: object to the proposed modification to the VALP to delete reference
to AVDC undertaking an early review
the proportion of the revised housing requirement which is to meet the District's
own housing need falls substantially below meeting local housing need calculated using
the Government's standard method (1,423 dpa). Thus, the VALP will not address housing
affordability pressures across the Housing Market Area (HMA)
does not reflect Oxford - Cambridge arc
The delays in progressing the adoption of the VALP, and therefore the timing of a review
being completed, and the current uncertainty regarding the future of plan-making within
Buckinghamshire associated with the transition to a unitary authority

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3585 - 32949 - MM006 - None

3585 Object

MM006VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Urge the Council to reinstate reference to undertaking an early review.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It
will be necessary for the Buckinghamshire Council to undertake reviews of the various Local Plans
which would result in the preparation of a plan covering the whole area. Urge the Council to reinstate reference to 
undertaking an early review.
This is of particular importance given the
authority falls within the Cambridge to Oxford Growth Arc and the Government is seeking to
deliver a transformational scale of growth within this corridor in the period up to 2050.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2928 - 30444 - MM007 - i, ii

2928 Object

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Given the removal of 300 homes at BUC 051 and the Buckingham Transport Strategy further modelling indicating that 
other sites are not feasible (our remaining response demonstrates that the modelling does not support the remaining 
sites in VALP either) then this is no longer a valid statement as regards Buckingham.

Change to Plan Either reinstate the 300 homes at BUC 51 or remove all sites in Buckingham until further traffic modelling has been 
undertaken.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: Given the removal of 300 homes at BUC 051 and the Buckingham Transport Strategy further modelling indicating that 
other sites are not feasible (our remaining response demonstrates that the modelling does not support the remaining 
sites in VALP either) then this is no longer a valid statement as regards Buckingham.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3032 - 32744 - MM007 - iv

3032 Object

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Firstly, I would like evidence that brown and not green field sites have been fully explored. Secondly the two knife 
possibly drug related crimes in Milton Keynes need to be addressed as there are serious problems with "gang" culture 
now in this city know in each zone by their zones name and to expand to add another zone without addressing this 
issue or providing adequate evidence of policing policy, adequate school back up and social back up is irresponsible.
Thirdly, to expand towards Aylesbury Vale to the extent that is proposed on green field sites is seriously worrying.   
Roads are barely able to support the amount of traffic at peak times already and the rural bus service is almost non 
existent.  

If this plan is to work then the green spaces must be a sufficient buffer from the rural Villages of Whaddon and Nash 
and it must carry the infrastructure to cope with the violence escalating in MK at present.  It cannot and must not 
become a feared city or it will loose inhabitants who deserve to live in a peaceful community with roads, schools, 
medical facilities, sports facilities and transport.

If Milton Keynes expands to Aylesbury Vale it will swallow up a beautiful and valued farming / countryside community to 
become an urban mess we need to know when enough is enough.

Change to Plan Address issues of Policing, transport, medical, schools, land to be used as buffer.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Too large a settlement to cope with the increased violence / gang culture/ already existing and getting worse.  Large 
buffer to stop expansion towards Aylesbury vale villages of Whaddon and Nash.

Respondent: Mrs Jennie Anderson [32744] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3245 - 30960 - MM007 - None

3245 Object

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to appropriate 
modifications.

I think the public examination (PE) should be reopened.

The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first. (MM007,010,076)

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot 
cope.(MM007,010,076)

I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale. (MM13,014,031)

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress (MM070,076)

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 
(MM076)

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' (MM072 to076)

In respect of Newton Longville I ask for the PE to be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Jill Mead 

Newton Longville resident.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first.

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot cope.

Respondent: Jill Mead [30960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3374 - 29918 - MM007 - ii, iii, iv

3374 Object

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan Changes to the proposed modifications should be:
1. include land at Newton Leys for approximately 400 dwellings
2. Policy D2 to be amended to include the above site.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: Pegasus consider that not all reasonable alternative sites have been considered to determine which site should meet 
the housing needs adjacent to Milton Keynes; particularly in the light of new evidence that was submitted to the Council 
in March 2019. The new evidence considered that the merits of land to the west of Newton Leys has an excellent 
prospect of being able to deliver an additional allocation pursuant to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan in meeting the 
Council's and the Inspector's need to identify additional housing for c 500 dwellings in close proximity to Milton Keynes.
The process of site selection is not transparent and the SA cannot be justified.

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Appendix 2 Planning Appraisal Statement  13.12.19 FINAL.pdf

MM007para2.6 12.12.19 FINAL.pdf

Appendix 1 Location Options for Development.pdf

Appendix 4 Traffic Impact Study redacted and compressed.pdf

Appendix 5 ii - _05K Illustrative Masterplan 12.12.19.pdf

Appendix 3 Landscape Appraisal 13.12.19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3443 - 32806 - MM007 - None

3443 Object

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: In July 2017, Milton Keynes Council (MKC) adopted Plan:MK, the local plan for the area. As part of the evidence 
gathering to support to preparation of the plan, a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) for the period 2016-
2031 was carried out. The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing 
numbers to be delivered through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham. 
Consequently, the following main modifications should be amended as follows:

Change to Plan Delete "the north east of Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton Keynes"

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing numbers to be delivered 
through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham.

Respondent: West Bletchley Council (Sir/ Madam ) [32806] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3457 - 32931 - MM007 - None

3457 Support

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The SWMK Consortium's representations to the strategic objectives contained in Paragraph 2.6 of the Proposed 
Submission Vale of Aylesbury Plan (PSVALP) noted the failure to mention the edge of Milton Keynes and the 
opportunities associated with delivering housing in this location, including connecting new development with significant 
transport infrastructure projects in this area - see Rep Id. 2281. The spatial strategy contained in Policy S2 of PSVALP 
does refer to strategic scale development on the edge of Milton Keynes and it would be consistent for the strategic 
objectives in Paragraph 2.6 to refer to this too. 

The proposed change in Main Modification MM007 referring to the north east of Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton 
Keynes as a sustainable location for development is supported.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary:  The spatial strategy contained in Policy S2 of PSVALP does refer to strategic scale development on the edge of Milton 
Keynes and it would be consistent for the strategic objectives in Paragraph 2.6 to refer to this too. 

The proposed change in Main Modification MM007 referring to the north east of Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton 
Keynes as a sustainable location for development is supported.

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3504 - 32962 - MM007 - i, iii

3504 Object

MM007VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Development will be allocated in accordance with the settlement hierarchy taking a capacity-led approach. It is also an 
Aylesbury Garden Town first approach. Therefore, the main focus of development will be in sustainable locations at 
Aylesbury Garden Town where the majority of development will be located. The remainder of housing will be then be 
located in the next most sustainable locations, the other strategic settlements, which are Buckingham, Haddenham, 
Winslow and Wendover and in accordance with the spatial strategy and strategic priorities for North East Aylesbury 
Vale', the north east of Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton Keynes, together with an appropriate level of development at 
the most sustainable settlements in the rural areas.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The principle of the proposed Modification is supported given the need to meet additional requirements for growth. In 
the absence of a clear spatial strategy for North East Aylesbury Vale it is suggested that additional flexibility is 
incorporated into policy wording.
It is not considered necessary for soundness to specifically refer to the location of sites adjacent to Milton Keynes in 
terms of setting out the objectives for this part of the plan area as a component of the spatial strategy. This will enable 
consideration of other opportunities for development beyond those areas adjacent to the existing Milton Keynes 
Boundary.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2983 - 27458 - MM008 - ii, iv

2983 Object

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan MM026, and consequent changes
The 'early review' commitment should be reintroduced into Policy S9 by the following amendment
Irrespective of the above criteria, the Plan will be urgently reviewed, not least to reflect the
need for higher housing numbers to reach the stage of another Submitted Plan (currently
Regulation 22) within 2 years of the adoption of this Plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: In response to overall housing numbers (MM001, 002, 003, 010) breaking the link between
what are low housing numbers with the commitment for an 'early review' is unsound (NPPF
2012 para 182 'justified', 'consistent with national policy').
A Plan based on maintaining that link could only be sound if the early Review was a
commitment.
The reason for this change is the administrative inconvenience of the abolition of AVDC and
its replacement Buckinghamshire Council from April 2020. This is not significant reason to
change 'early' to '5 years from adoption'

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3054 - 32719 - MM008 - None

3054 Support

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Of course there is a need to plan positively for, and meet, future needs. This is reflected within the NPPF, where the 
overarching principle of the presumption in favour of sustainable development requires local planning authorities to 
"positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid 
change" (paragraph 11). As such, local planning authorities should consider housing and other needs beyond the plan 
period. This should be a particularly important consideration for Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), given the 
housing pressures that the District faces both in meeting its own local housing need, and the unmet need of 
neighbouring local authorities across the 'best fit' Housing Market Area.

This is clearly a known issue, and is discussed both within the Submission VALP and its Main Modifications. MM008 
states that any future Local Plan update will "take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's 
changed methodology on calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes such as the 
Oxford to Cambridge Expressway, the London Plan and the expansion of Heathrow." Crucially, however, MM008 
removes the reference to future considerations of "a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review"; rather, 
MM008 states that a new settlement "will be reconsidered in any future Local Plan update."

Bovis Homes welcomes this modification and AVDC's commitment to considering other options, and notes that the 
local housing need for the District can be met in other ways besides the provision of a new settlement. As the response 
to MM031 discusses further, meeting housing supply through delivery from large scale developments is complex, and 
thus there is an evident need for the supply of housing to represent a portfolio of sites that range in scale, type and 
location. In particular, maintaining a supply of residential development within those villages that the VALP deems to be 
sustainable provides an opportunity to meet the District's ongoing housing needs in part, in a more flexible manner. 
This would accord to the new policy (D2) as proposed through MM070 that highlights that "the rest of the district 
outside of Aylesbury Garden Town plays an important role in delivering the required growth in the Vale."

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Bovis Homes welcomes AVDC's commitment that any future Local Plan update will take into account newly emerging 
issues such as the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major 
strategic schemes. In doing so Bovis Homes also welcomes AVDC's commitment to considering other options, besides 
the provision of a new settlement, and proposes that this must acknowledge the important role the rest of the district 
outside of Aylesbury Garden Town plays in delivering the required growth.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3207 - 32213 - MM008 - None

3207 Support

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir/Madam
South Oxfordshire District Council response to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Main Modifications Consultation.
Thank you for giving South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) the opportunity to comment on the Main Modifications 
Consultation documents. Having reviewed the modified Local Plan and supporting documents, SODC can confirm that 
we are satisfied the modified plan is sound, legally compliant and justified.
We acknowledge that the housing requirement has increased from 27,400 to 28,600 in addition with the number of 
homes to be delivered in the plan period which includes an increased buffer of 5.7% to account for under delivery. 
Overall, this results in 30,233 homes planned for in the modified plan. Further to this, the increased housing 
requirement of the modified plan is largely to be met on one additional site in the north east of the district on the edge 
of Milton Keynes and with amendments to site capacities.
SODC does not consider that changes to the housing requirement for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan or additional 
allocations will have any significant negative effect on South Oxfordshire.
South Oxfordshire District Council supports the modification of the plan to remove reference to the need for an early 
review as this plan appropriately deals with the issues at hand. Additionally, the council supports the deletion from the 
supporting text in paragraph 3.15 which states 'We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan'. While we 
acknowledge this may be necessary in the future to account for any changes in national policy and the impact of 
nationally important infrastructure projects, we believe the approach to distributing growth cannot be predetermined and 
must follow due process based on the most up to date evidence base.
South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk
South Oxfordshire District Council notes that Aylesbury Vale District Council's
position in relation the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway has subsequently changed
since the submission of the plan. Aylesbury Vale no longer supports the proposal
which has resulted in modifications to Policies T2 and T3. South Oxfordshire District
Council recognises that these changes may be necessary to reflect the updated
political position of the council. However, we would like to ensure the council
continues to engage and work collaboratively with neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies under the requirement of duty to co-operate to understand the
impact and required mitigation associated with the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
Kind Regards
Ryan Hunt
Planning Officer

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: South Oxfordshire District Council supports the modification of the plan to remove reference to the need for an early 
review as this plan appropriately deals with the issues at hand. Additionally, the council supports the deletion from the 
supporting text in paragraph 3.15 which states 'We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan'. While we 
acknowledge this may be necessary in the future to account for any changes in national policy and the impact of 
nationally important infrastructure projects, we believe the approach to distributing growth cannot be predetermined and 
must follow due process based on the most up to date evidence base.

Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Mr. Ryan Hunt) 

[32213]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3356 - 32109 - MM008 - i, ii, iii, iv

3356 Object

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan Reinstate identification of a New Settlement within the submitted VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: MM008 has reduced the council's commitment to deliver a New Settlement in the near future - saying that a New 
Settlement may be considered as part of any future Local Plan update. However, a New Settlement (or strategic scale 
development that is not just in Aylesbury) remains the most logical and effective way of addressing the Districts 
housing needs. The VALP should remain committed towards identifying, and ultimately delivering, a New Settlement 
now rather than considering it in the future when its housing needs have not been met.

Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109] Agent: Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mods Response Form - WIN001- MM089.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - New Settlemnet- MM008.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - Housing Allocation- MM009.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - Winslow- MM070.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3484 - 32964 - MM008 - i, iii

3484 Object

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: object to the proposed modification to the VALP to delete reference
to AVDC undertaking an early review
the proportion of the revised housing requirement which is to meet the District's
own housing need falls substantially below meeting local housing need calculated using
the Government's standard method (1,423 dpa). Thus, the VALP will not address housing
affordability pressures across the Housing Market Area (HMA)
does not reflect Oxford - Cambridge arc
The delays in progressing the adoption of the VALP, and therefore the timing of a review
being completed, and the current uncertainty regarding the future of plan-making within
Buckinghamshire associated with the transition to a unitary authority

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3529 - 32942 - MM008 - i, iv

3529 Object

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: The modified Plan has downgraded the need to take full and early
account of the largest transport infrastructure project to affect the
District since the building of the M40, namely the Oxford - Cambridge
Expressway. No longer does the Council anticipate the need for an early
review, but rather defers consideration to some "future Local Plan
update", which appears to may not even be necessary. This major
strategic weakness in the modified Plan indicates the inadequacy of the
Council's thinking.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3586 - 32949 - MM008 - None

3586 Object

MM008VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Urge the Council to reinstate reference to undertaking an early review.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It
will be necessary for the Buckinghamshire Council to undertake reviews of the various Local Plans
which would result in the preparation of a plan covering the whole area. Urge the Council to reinstate reference to 
undertaking an early review.
This is of particular importance given the
authority falls within the Cambridge to Oxford Growth Arc and the Government is seeking to
deliver a transformational scale of growth within this corridor in the period up to 2050.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3351 - 32109 - MM009 - i, ii, iii, iv

3351 Object

MM009VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan Additional allocations need to be identified, to spread the risk of relying heavily on strategic scale allocations around 
one settlement (Aylesbury).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The housing requirement figure has risen modestly, and the Council's allocations have also increased modestly as a 
result. However, the buffer that the Council say is built in to ensure delivery of its housing need over the Plan period is 
insufficient, particularly where delivery from strategic scale sites from a single settlement are heavily relied upon. 
Additional allocations should be identified to ensure that the Plan can meet the District's housing needs over the plan 
period.

Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109] Agent: Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mods Response Form - Winslow- MM070.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - Housing Allocation- MM009.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - New Settlemnet- MM008.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - WIN001- MM089.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3405 - 29918 - MM009 - i, ii, iii, iv

3405 Object

MM009VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As set out in response to MM001, in order to address the Inspector's concerns, it is necessary to meet the housing 
need for at least 30,345 homes. It should be underlined that this is an absolute minimum which should be exceeded to 
better account for the migration effects of the financial crisis and to provide an appropriate market signals uplift.

The Inspector has identified that it is appropriate to plan for an additional buffer of 5.2% to ensure that these needs are 
met, whether as part of the housing requirement or additional to it. This would equate to a supply of 31,923 homes.

The VALP however only proposes to provide a supply of 30,233 homes in MM009. This is not only insufficient to meet 
the absolute minimum housing need but it also provides absolutely no contingency to ensure that this minimum need is 
met as required by the Inspector.

Change to Plan The VALP is unable to demonstrate a sufficient supply over the plan period and accordingly it will be necessary to 
identify additional sources of supply.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The VALP provides an insufficient plan period supply.

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3512 - 32962 - MM009 - i, ii, iv

3512 Object

MM009VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The representations set out in detail why it is considered that a minimum 20% uplift remains appropriate based on a full 
assessment of market signals
On the day of adoption, the Plan and its policies will be considered against the 2019 Framework and this already 
requires that Local Plans are reviewed when they need updating, and at least once every five years (Paragraph 33). 
This states that the requirement for review should take into account changing circumstances affecting the local plan 
area, including whether the applicable local housing need figure has changed significantl

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3590 - 32949 - MM009 - None

3590 Object

MM009VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan recommendation that the flexibility factor should be increased to somewhere between 10% and
20%.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Whilst the buffer increases from
5.2% to 5.7% Gladman remain of the view that this is insufficient to ensure the effective delivery of
the VALP.
As outlined in previous submissions to ensure the delivery of the necessary scale of housing across
AVDC the Council should be over allocating to provide sufficient contingency for instances when
sites do not come forward as planned. This flexibility within the plan is important given the heavy
reliance being placed on the delivery of homes in Aylesbury. Gladman reiterate the
recommendation that the flexibility factor should be increased to somewhere between 10% and
20%.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2746 - 32608 - MM010 - i, ii

2746 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Allocation at Wendover is woefully inadequate and consideration should be given to further allocation around 
Wendover to address the specific needs of the town, while also creating a sustainable spatial development pattern for 
the southern part of the District.

Change to Plan The District will consider the safeguarding additional area to the north of Wendover to  ensure a sustainable spatial 
pattern of development can be developed,  if required.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: The Allocation at Wendover is woefully inadequate and consideration should be given to further allocation around 
Wendover to address the specific needs of the town, while also creating a sustainable spatial development pattern for 
the southern part of the District.

Respondent: Alan Caldwell Associates Ltd (Mr Alan Caldwell) 

[32608]

Agent: Miss Shontelle Williams [32605]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

ACA-WEN Representation 191118  FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2794 - 30401 - MM010 - i, ii, iii, iv

2794 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The current wording implies Halton is a residential suburb of Wendover which is factually
wrong. We believe this will lead to bad planning and bad place making because it
assumes the facilities of Wendover are easily available to the community of Halton which
is not true. We believe the Plan needs to discretely recognise that there has to be some
additional facilities at Halton.

Change to Plan Wendover will accommodate around 132 new homes
and Halton will have 1,000 new homes at RAF Halton
which is now confirmed to be closing in 2026. This
recognises the sustainability of Wendover and the
railway station, however there will be a requirement for
infrastructure and community facility developments at
Halton in line with Garden Village principles.. No further
growth is allocated at Wendover reflecting the
environmental const

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The current wording implies Halton is a residential suburb of Wendover which is factually
wrong. We believe this will lead to bad planning and bad place making because it
assumes the facilities of Wendover are easily available to the community of Halton which
is not true. We believe the Plan needs to discretely recognise that there has to be some
additional facilities at Halton.

Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2929 - 30444 - MM010 - i, ii, iii

2929 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Buckingham remains named as an area of focus for development. If there is concern as to viability of the sites due to 
BTS new modelling, then Buckingham needs to be withdrawn from the settlement designation to protect from 
speculative development brought forward on the basis of housing need [as stated in MM079 115/4.122] and 
subsequent transport modelling. This does not demonstrate internal consistency within the approach of VALP in light of 
the last minute removal of site BUC051.

Change to Plan Either the policy needs to be amended to remove further housing until further transport modelling is undertaken, or site 
BUC051 should be reinstated.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Buckingham remains named as an area of focus for development. If there is concern as to viability of the sites due to 
BTS new modelling, then Buckingham needs to be withdrawn from the settlement designation to protect from 
speculative development brought forward on the basis of housing need [as stated in MM079 115/4.122] and 
subsequent transport modelling. This does not demonstrate internal consistency within the approach of VALP in light of 
the last minute removal of site BUC051.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2963 - 29077 - MM010 - iv

2963 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: S2 (i) Sites at Smaller Villages will come forward through neighbourhood plan allocations or windfall applications and 
not through allocations in the VALP.  A specific limit or % increase is not set (3.20) the only proviso now being that 
developments should be small scale within the capacity of the settlement to accommodate growth. However the 
corresponding policy D3 (renumbered D4) (c) for delivering sites at Smaller Villages continues to state a limit of 5 
homes despite the Examiner's comments (ED166) that the delivery policy for Smaller Villages needs to be changed to 
remove any apparent restrictions on future development to bring it in line with NPPF para 34.  AVDC agreed to modify 
the policy in its response (ED180B Acting on Interim Findings, Proposed Action 5: Villages, 19) but has not done so in 
the proposed modifications.  As it stands, the policy is similarly restrictive to the former AVDLP policies RA13 and 
RA14 declared obsolete and non-compliant with the NPPF.  
The HELAA has identified some 20 sites in Smaller Villages as being suitable for development, which could contribute 
roughly 200 new homes in the District. Of these, roughly half are sites with a capacity for more than 5 homes (including 
a site in Nash (NSH003) of which I am a landowner that is the only one there not already completed to have come 
forward that was assessed as suitable).  With a lack of smaller sites coming forward, the Plan should not preclude 
development of these HELAA sites for more than 5 homes in order to sustain smaller village and neighbouring 
communities.

Change to Plan In policy D3, now renumbered D4, (c) for Smaller Villages, remove the qualifier "(normally 5 dwellings or fewer)"

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Mismatch between S2 and D3 (now D4) for Smaller Villages.  Delivery policy implies restriction on number of dwellings 
permitted for sites in Smaller Villages - non-compliance with NPPF 34.  As those that are assessed as suitable for 
development in the HELAA are not allocated in the Plan and if not allocated through neighbourhood plans, they have to 
come forward as windfall sites.  However half of the suitable sites are larger than what is generally considered "windfall".

Respondent: S G Raven [29077] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2980 - 27458 - MM010 - ii, iv

2980 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan As it stands the housing numbers are unsound. Either the 'early' Review is re-established (and the
consequence of not doing so reflected in a new Policy) or the housing numbers and allocations
should be increased significantly increased thus making the current version of the Plan unsound.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The modified but low housing numbers in the Plan can only be justified if the Plan includes a
commitment for an early review. That linkage is essential because the Plan has been prepared under
NPPF 2012 which was allowed by Government as a 'stop-gap' measure. Full housing provision for
the VALP would be some 48,000 homes over the Plan period using the 'standard method' so even
the Plan is providing 30,233 homes that is some 18,000 homes short. The 'early review' commitment
is now proposed for deletion so that Plan, based on the numbers now proposed, is unsound not being
effective or consistent with national policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2981 - 32728 - MM010 - i, iii

2981 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The fourth bullet-point in Policy S2 ('5,750 homes to meet the needs of Chiltern/South Bucks Districts') in the VALP 
Proposed Submission document provides clarity on the scale of growth proposed over the plan period.  The proposed 
removal of this bullet-point would make the VALP less clear and certain than it was on fulfilling the commitment to meet 
an element of Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils' housing need which is enshrined in a memorandum of 
understanding between AVDC, CDC and SBDC dated 3 January 2018.

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019), the removal of this text from Policy S2 would render the VALP not 
positively prepared or effective and therefore not sound.

Change to Plan The proposed change should not be carried forward into the Inspector's report as a required Main Modification which is 
necessary to ensure that the VALP is sound.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The VALP is sound as submitted and the proposed Main Modification would result in it being not positively prepared or 
effective.  MM010 should therefore be discarded.

Respondent: Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District 

Council (Mr John Cheston) [32728]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3013 - 32735 - MM010 - None

3013 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached document 32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4 and the comments below that set out Crest 
Nicholson's support, subject to minor changes, to MM010.

Crest Nicholson would recommend that the second paragraph within Policy S2 is amended to read 'The strategy also 
allocates growth at two sites adjacent to Milton Keynes which reflects its status as a strategic settlement immediately 
adjacent to Aylesbury Vale District' as both Salden Chase and Shenley Park are now allocated for residential 
development.

Crest Nicholson support bullet (f) of policy S2 that increases the housing provision in the North East of Aylesbury Vale 
from 2,212 to 3,362. As the Inspector noted in document ED181 'I stated that it was for the Council to decide how it 
wished to meet the need for any additional allocations. The suggestion that it be met entirely by an allocation in the 
Milton Keynes area would adequately address the specific recommendation of paragraph 37 of my Interim Findings. 
The source for identifying the allocation is entirely within the Council's discretion. I have no reason to dispute the 
Council's choice of focussing its attention on those sites identified on pages 248-254 of the HELAA report V4 (January 
2017)'.

Crest Nicholson agree with both the Inspector and AVDC that the HELAA report provides the most appropriate piece of 
evidence from which to determine which site should be allocated for residential development. Of the three options 
considered next to Milton Keynes, namely Shenley Park, Eaton Leys and an extension to Salden Chase, only Shenley 
Park is considered suitable for residential development in the HELAA, a conclusion that is also borne out by the 
Sustainability Appraisal addendum that has been provided as part of the main modifications evidence base. Shenley 
Park was also the only site of the three included in the 2016 version of the VALP (Regulation 18).

Change to Plan recommend that the second paragraph within Policy S2 is amended to read 'The strategy also allocates growth at two 
sites adjacent to Milton Keynes which reflects its status as a strategic settlement immediately adjacent to Aylesbury 
Vale District' as both Salden Chase and Shenley Park are now allocated for residential development.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Support and agree with conclusion that Shenley Park is the most appropriate site to allocate adjacent to Milton Keynes. 
Suggests amendment to second paragraph in Policy S2

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3028 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached.

Change to Plan See attached.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iii, iv

Summary: See attached.

Respondent: Highbarrow Holdings Limited [32741] Agent: Mr Garry Hutchinson [32702]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MM Reps including Appendices.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: It is not considered that Policy S2 goes far enough to redress the imbalance between the allocation of housing in 
Aylesbury Garden Town and the designated larger villages such as Aston Clinton. The proposed increase of 308 units 
for the larger villages listed in Table 2 is inadequate and misses the  opportunity to provide a sustainable and 
immediately deliverable approach to delivering new housing.
The reliance on the larger strategic sites to deliver much of the Districts housing over the remainder of the Plan period 
will slow the delivery of new housing (including the provision of affordable housing) and do nothing to assist existing 
larger villages.

Change to Plan A higher housing figure is required to be identified for the larger villages. This requires a review of the Sustainability 
Appraisal methodology and and the conclusions drawn from it. In particular, it is very clear that Aston Clinton, a 
designated larger village, is able to accommodate more housing and this should be reflected in Table 2, rather than 
retaining a figure (625 units) based on historic commitments. Aston Clinton is a sustainable settlement which is 
identified in the Sustainability Assessment as 'best placed to accommodate future development'.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Policy S2 does not  redress the imbalance between the allocation of housing in AGT and the designated larger villages 
such as Aston Clinton. The proposed increase of 308 units for the larger villages listed in Table 2 is inadequate and 
fails to provide a sustainable and immediately deliverable approach to delivering new housing.
The reliance on the larger strategic sites to deliver much of the Districts housing over the remainder of the Plan period 
will slow the delivery of new housing (including the provision of affordable housing) and do nothing to assist existing 
larger villages.

Respondent: Vanderbilt Strategic [32791] Agent: Mr Mark Krassowski [32115]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan Revised wording
Buckingham will accommodate growth of at least 2,166 new homes. This growth will enhance the town centre and its 
function as a market town and will support sustainable economic growth in the north of the district.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Include the words 'at least' in policy S2 for Buckingham's housing figure

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir/Madam
South Oxfordshire District Council response to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Main Modifications Consultation.
Thank you for giving South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) the opportunity to comment on the Main Modifications 
Consultation documents. Having reviewed the modified Local Plan and supporting documents, SODC can confirm that 
we are satisfied the modified plan is sound, legally compliant and justified.
We acknowledge that the housing requirement has increased from 27,400 to 28,600 in addition with the number of 
homes to be delivered in the plan period which includes an increased buffer of 5.7% to account for under delivery. 
Overall, this results in 30,233 homes planned for in the modified plan. Further to this, the increased housing 
requirement of the modified plan is largely to be met on one additional site in the north east of the district on the edge 
of Milton Keynes and with amendments to site capacities.
SODC does not consider that changes to the housing requirement for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan or additional 
allocations will have any significant negative effect on South Oxfordshire.
South Oxfordshire District Council supports the modification of the plan to remove reference to the need for an early 
review as this plan appropriately deals with the issues at hand. Additionally, the council supports the deletion from the 
supporting text in paragraph 3.15 which states 'We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan'. While we 
acknowledge this may be necessary in the future to account for any changes in national policy and the impact of 
nationally important infrastructure projects, we believe the approach to distributing growth cannot be predetermined and 
must follow due process based on the most up to date evidence base.
South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk
South Oxfordshire District Council notes that Aylesbury Vale District Council's
position in relation the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway has subsequently changed
since the submission of the plan. Aylesbury Vale no longer supports the proposal
which has resulted in modifications to Policies T2 and T3. South Oxfordshire District
Council recognises that these changes may be necessary to reflect the updated
political position of the council. However, we would like to ensure the council
continues to engage and work collaboratively with neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies under the requirement of duty to co-operate to understand the
impact and required mitigation associated with the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
Kind Regards
Ryan Hunt
Planning Officer

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: SODC does not consider that changes to the housing requirement for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan or additional 
allocations will have any significant negative effect on South Oxfordshire.

Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Mr. Ryan Hunt) 

[32213]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir or Madam,
Response to Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Main Modifications (2013 - 2033)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Main Modifications. Wycombe 
District Council falls within the same Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) as 
Aylesbury Vale, which is the Buckinghamshire HMA and FEMA.
The Wycombe District newly adopted Local Plan (2013-2033) sets out that our unmet housing need of 2,275 dwellings 
will be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale. This was first agreed in a Memorandum of Understanding through the Duty to 
Co-operate. We note the provision of 2,250 dwellings which was previously identified in policy S2 'Spatial strategy for 
growth' has been deleted. It is understood that this is still within the total housing requirement of policy PS2 for least 
28,600 dwellings, which is also in the supporting text in paragraph 3.13 and Table 1 of VALP. We welcome that the 
unmet need figure has been corrected from 2,250 to 2,275 dwellings.
Yours faithfully
Charlotte Morris

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Wycombe District newly adopted Local Plan (2013-2033) sets out that our unmet housing need of 2,275 dwellings 
will be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale. This was first agreed in a Memorandum of Understanding through the Duty to 
Co-operate. We note the provision of 2,250 dwellings which was previously identified in policy S2 'Spatial strategy for 
growth' has been deleted. It is understood that this is still within the total housing requirement of policy PS2 for least 
28,600 dwellings, which is also in the supporting text in paragraph 3.13 and Table 1 of VALP. We welcome that the 
unmet need figure has been corrected from 2,250 to 2,275 dwellings.

Respondent: Wycombe District Council (Charlotte Morris) 

[32091]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Still it seems that AVDC have not grasped the nettle with the proposed
Modifications to the VALP.

For instance, why have they not taken into account the Oxford - Cambridge
Expressway.
The major road infrastructure project has not been fully taken into their plans
at this stage having been deleted from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from 
the list of major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para3.39),
They state that (para3.81) they may only potentially consider this at some time 
in the future.
They have deleted their declared support for this project (modified policy T3
at para7.21)
In my view this project if it were to become reality would alleviate the necessity
to develop Aylesbury and surrounding districts to the extent that we now see in the new Modified Plans.
I cannot see that AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning has any 
merit at all, it is muddled, particularly when considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
HOUSING NUMBERS
The modified plan suggests that housing numbers for several large developments have increased .
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields, which affects me more directly, suggests that the numbers have increased from 3,111 to 
3,358.
The phrase " at least" suggests to me that this is the minimum number proposed.
This when considered along with D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and D-HAL003
means a minimum of 8,705 properties.
When you take that figure and add it on to the Kingsbrook Estate (2,350) and the new Aston Reach development 
(1,400) and alll the other smaller developments that have/are taking place then the East/South/South East of Aylesbury 
is looking at a minimum of 13,000 new homes.
The road infrastructure required to cope with all the extra traffic has not been adequately assessed and the proposed 
new road network is badly thought through,
The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested and is frequently at tipping point.
The Plan however shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.
Just one incident in the town or surrounding area is enough to bring gridlock to the road network which has happened in 
the past.
HS2
The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependant on the delivery of HS2 (para4,41) 
As yet no decision to this project has been taken. The Plan therefore cannot be approved until that final decision.
Should approval for HS2 to go ahead not be given after the "Oakervee" review,
then how is this going to impact on the area D-AGT2. Who will pay for all the necessary infrastructure needed if any 
one at all and would this mean the development in this area is frozen until further notice.
AVDC and BCC's ability to fund their desired road system is at risk as they have not positively prepared for such a 
outcome.
In summary, AVDC and BCC need to rethink the whole future development of Aylesbury and district as what they are 
proposing in the "Modified Plan" does not make sense.
Regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: why has VALP not taken into account the Oxford - Cambridge
Expressway?
The major road infrastructure project has not been fully taken into their plans
at this stage having been deleted from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from 
the list of major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para3.39),
They state that (para3.81) they may only potentially consider this at some time 
in the future.
They have deleted their declared support for this project (modified policy T3
at para7.21)
In my view this project if it were to become reality would alleviate the necessity
to develop Aylesbury and surrounding districts to the extent that we now see in the new Modified Plans.

Respondent: Mr Ian Reading [32874] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to appropriate 
modifications.

I think the public examination (PE) should be reopened.

The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first. (MM007,010,076)

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot 
cope.(MM007,010,076)

I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale. (MM13,014,031)

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress (MM070,076)

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 
(MM076)

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' (MM072 to076)

In respect of Newton Longville I ask for the PE to be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Jill Mead 

Newton Longville resident.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first.

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot cope.

Respondent: Jill Mead [30960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The plan seeks to increase the overall target for housing delivery - which is welcomed.   This includes an increase for 
Middle Villages - which is also welcomed.   

However, there is no explicit provision for these villages (or other settlements) to accept, where appropriate) additional 
houses on unallocated sites.   It is known that a number of settlements are stating, explicitly, that they have no further 
allocations so are 'full up' and need not even consider any other sites, no matter how sustainable any other site(s) may 
be.

Change to Plan The VALP should make explicit that the housing totals are minima and, where additional housing is required to meet 
these minima other sites can come forward as 'windfall' sites.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: The plan seeks to increase the overall target for housing delivery - which is welcomed.   This includes an increase for 
Middle Villages - which is also welcomed.   

However, there is no explicit provision for these villages (or other settlements) to accept, where appropriate) additional 
houses on unallocated sites.   It is known that a number of settlements are stating, explicitly, that they have no further 
allocations so are 'full up' and need not even consider any other sites, no matter how sustainable any other site(s) may 
be.

Respondent: Hamlin Estates (Charles Robinson) [32703] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: With regard to the above, I'd like to complain about the Housing Numbers and impact to the local community. The 
changes made to the numbers of houses proposed in the areas below appear to have been significantly altered and 
give no indication of the final numbers of housing developments, with the phase changed from 'around xxx' to 'at least 
xxx':
Areas - 
D-AGT1
D-AGT1
D-AGT3
D-AGT4
D-HAL003 
This is an unacceptable position to take and I would very strongly disagree with the published plans. Where does the 
development end? 
I.How many houses are going to be built and what has been done to asses the impact to local area;
 2 in particular the transport system? I see no evidence that 'has been positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements' 
The roads around Aylesbury are already heavily congested and will become grid-locked with the additional traffic from 
these developments yet this has not been adequately addressed. The road network needs to be fully assessed and 
new relief roads put in place BEFORE major building takes place. 
I live on the A41 and suffer frequent and regular vibrations with the current level of traffic (so much so that there are 
cracks in my walls and we regularly get woken with the house shaking). The roads are not fit for purpose currently and 
urgent work is required to build new roads to cater for the current and proposed increase to traffic and this should be 
part of the development for the area.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
I'd like to complain about the Housing Numbers and impact to the local community. The changes made to the numbers 
of houses proposed in the areas below appear to have been significantly altered and give no indication of the final 
numbers of housing developments, with the phase changed from 'around xxx' to 'at least xxx':

Respondent: Sam Woolmer [28998] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: With regard to the above, I'd like to complain about the Housing Numbers and impact to the local community. The 
changes made to the numbers of houses proposed in the areas below appear to have been significantly altered and 
give no indication of the final numbers of housing developments - changing from 'around xxx' to 'at least xxx':

Areas - 
D-AGT1
D-AGT1
D-AGT3
D-AGT4
D-HAL003 

This is an unacceptable position to take and I would very strongly disagree with the published plans. Where does the 
development end? Is it going to be acceptable to go 100%...200% over the numbers indicated?! What has been done 
to asses the impact to local amenities and in particular the transport system? I see no evidence that 'has been 
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements' 

The roads around Aylesbury are already heavily congested and will become grid-locked with the additional traffic from 
these developments yet this has not been adequately assessed. The road network needs to be fully assessed and new 
relief roads put in place BEFORE major building takes place. 

I live on the A41 and suffer frequent and regular vibrations with the current level of traffic (so much so that there are 
cracks in my walls and we regularly get woken with the house shaking). The roads are not fit for purpose currently and 
urgent work is required to build new roads to cater for the current and proposed increase to traffic and this should be 
part of the development for the area.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
With regard to the above, I'd like to complain about the Housing Numbers and impact to the local community. The 
changes made to the numbers of houses proposed in the areas below appear to have been significantly altered and 
give no indication of the final numbers of housing developments - changing from 'around xxx' to 'at least xxx'.

Respondent: Mr Tim Woolmer [29122] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir / Madam
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN - MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION
Your Ref: 31567
Gleeson Strategic Land Limited and Linden Homes ("hereafter referred to as Gleeson/Linden") control the land edged 
red on the enclosed site plan. We participated in earlier rounds of public consultation for the Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan ("VALP") and now provide our comments on the Main Modifications Consultation.
Policy S2 Spatial strategy for growth
Gleeson/Linden continue to support Policy S2 in terms of its objectives to:
(i) Deliver at least 28,600 new homes; and
(ii) accommodate this development sustainably with a focus on the identified strategic settlements.
In this regard Gleeson / Linden also continue to support the identification of Winslow as one of five key 'strategic 
settlements'. The re-opening of Winslow Railway Station on the 'East-West Rail' line significantly enhances the 
sustainability of Winslow.
However, and whilst housing numbers for four out of these five settlements have been reduced (Aylesbury Garden 
Town aside), we would note that the housing requirement for Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow state that growth 
will be a certain figure, rather than a minimum or 'around' as is the case for Wendover.
On the basis that the aspiration is to deliver at least 28,600 the terminology for these settlements could be interpreted 
as a ceiling. Therefore, for consistency, the figures for all strategic settlements which feed into the overarching housing 
requirement figure should be a minimum or 'around' figure. The policy wording in relation to S2 parts b, c and d should 
therefore be revised as follows:
b. Buckingham will accommodate growth of at least 2,166359 new homes. This growth will enhance the town centre 
and its function as a market town, and will support sustainable economic growth in the north of the district.
c. Haddenham will accommodate growth of at least 1,03251 new homes. This will be supported by infrastructure and 
recognise the important role of Haddenham and
Thame railway station.
d. Winslow will accommodate growth of at least 8971,166 new homes, linked with the development of East-West Rail 
and the new railway station in Winslow
Policy D3 Proposal for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages
This policy sets out circumstances where development of non-allocated sites will be permitted, listing criteria that need 
to be fulfilled.
The proposed Main Modifications seek to insert the word 'Exceptionally' at the start of the supporting paragraph relating 
to 'Larger scale development'. However, it is considered that the insertion of this word is unnecessary - the 
circumstances under which further development would be permitted on non-allocated sites is confirmed within the text 
that follows.
We trust that these comments are taken into consideration in the finalising of the VALP.
Yours faithfully
John Smith
Planning Manager

Change to Plan The policy wording in relation to S2 parts b, c and d should therefore be revised as follows:
b. Buckingham will accommodate growth of at least 2,166359 new homes. This growth will enhance the town centre 
and its function as a market town, and will support sustainable economic growth in the north of the district.
c. Haddenham will accommodate growth of at least 1,03251 new homes. This will be supported by infrastructure and 
recognise the important role of Haddenham and
Thame railway station.
d. Winslow will accommodate growth of at least 8971,166 new homes, linked with the development of East-West Rail 
and the new railway station in Winslow

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Supports the objective to deliver at least 28,600 dwellings sustainably with a focus on strategic settlements. Supports 
Winslow being a strategic settlement. 
We note that the housing requirement for Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow state that growth will be a certain 
figure, rather than a minimum or 'around' as is the case for Wendover.
On the basis that the aspiration is to deliver at least 28,600 the terminology for these settlements could be interpreted 
as a ceiling. Therefore, for consistency, the figures for all strategic settlements which feed into the overarching housing 
requirement figure should be a minimum or 'around' figure. (officer summary)

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land (Planning Manager) [31567] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

31567 Smith, John - Gleeson.pdf

AVDC Main Modifications 11Dec19_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I would like to comment on two of the issues being proposed in the local plan. 

Our first area of great concern is the increase in housing capacity from 'around' to 'at least' on five separate sites.

We feel the road network is straining at present and the extra housing numbers will cause gridlock. We feel this 
increase in numbers will not only impact on the road network but also on all facilities as schools, hospitals (already at 
capacity), and surgeries . In short we do not feel the plan seeks to meet development and infra structure requirements.

The other issue HS2, no decision has been taken on this gigantic costly project although much of the beautiful 
Buckinghamshire countryside has been devastated. How can this happen when the final agreement is still pending? It 
is a complete waste of the tax payers money!

We sincerely hope our comments are taken into account on challenging these very important issues.

Change to Plan No comment provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
I would like to comment on two of the issues being proposed in the local plan. 

Our first area of great concern is the increase in housing capacity from 'around' to 'at least' on five separate sites.

We feel the road network is straining at present and the extra housing numbers will cause gridlock. We feel this 
increase in numbers will not only impact on the road network but also on all facilities as schools, hospitals (already at 
capacity), and surgeries . In short we do not feel the plan seeks to meet development and infra structure requirements.

Respondent: Mr Keith Allison [31056] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I would like to comment on two of the issues being proposed in the local plan. 

Our first area of great concern is the increase in housing capacity from 'around' to 'at least' on five separate sites.

We feel the road network is straining at present and the extra housing numbers will cause gridlock. We feel this 
increase in numbers will not only impact on the road network but also on all facilities as schools, hospitals (already at 
capacity), and surgeries . In short we do not feel the plan seeks to meet development and infra structure requirements.

The other issue HS2, no decision has been taken on this gigantic costly project although much of the beautiful 
Buckinghamshire countryside has been devastated. How can this happen when the final agreement is still pending? It 
is a complete waste of the tax payers money!

We sincerely hope our comments are taken into account on challenging these very important issues.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Our first area of great concern is the increase in housing capacity from 'around' to 'at least' on five separate sites.

We feel the road network is straining at present and the extra housing numbers will cause gridlock. We feel this 
increase in numbers will not only impact on the road network but also on all facilities as schools, hospitals (already at 
capacity), and surgeries . In short we do not feel the plan seeks to meet development and infra structure requirements.

Respondent: Mrs Sharine Carter Allison [32900] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The final vacation and disposal date for RAF Halton is 2025.

Respondent: Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29946 Watson, Jennifer - JLL.pdf
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Full Text: Once again the views of people directly affected by such large scale housing developments in the Vale of Aylesbury is 
being totally ignored. For example, . Housing numbers have been either increased or now qualified by 'at least' 
indicating a desire to build more rather than less or manageable developments.
. No evidence of improvements to road infrastructures which have become increasingly over congested creating 
queuing throughout the day, particularly at morning peaks and school times leading to delay, frustration and excessive 
pollution. Any accident, roadwork or similar incident causes major traffic holdups for long periods of time.
. In the context of a 'Garden Town' , the image portrayed by this Plan of large scale house building, heavily congested 
roads and a polluted environment fails to enthuse me and suggests little consideration has been given to alternative 
solutions.
. The replacement of roundabouts and the ever increasing traffic lights are not the solution and continue to restrict 
traffic flows and increase the risk of congestion and associated disruption to day to day travel.
. The proposed elevated road development over the railway line to Stoke Mandeville is dependent on HS2 funding. This 
suggests a convenient 'grab' at possible funding and not a well thought out solution to the traffic issues and the need 
for a bypass route around the town. The prospect of this 'rat run' being created horrifies me and would only result in yet 
more bottlenecks as motorists and emergency services seek alternatives to an already congested road network.

As notified to you in previous correspondence I continue to object to these proposals and do not consider the 
modifications made adequately matches the need for good infrastructure that would meet the proposed development 
demands in terms of roads, services and the environment.

Change to Plan No comment given

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
 Housing numbers have been either increased or now qualified by 'at least' indicating a desire to build more rather than 
less or manageable developments.
The proposed elevated road development over the railway line to Stoke Mandeville is dependent on HS2 funding. This 
suggests a convenient 'grab' at possible funding and not a well thought out solution to the traffic issues and the need 
for a bypass route.

Respondent: W K Boxhall [28450] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION 
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway: In the modified Plan, we would have expected the Council to build the Oxford - 
Cambridge Expressway major road infrastructure project fully into their plan. However, they have deleted reference to it 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39). 
And they state (para 3.81) merely that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They 
have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). There seems to be an 
absence of strategic thinking and planning here by AVDC and BCC. This is hardly the most appropriate strategy when 
considered against reasonable alternatives, such as East-West Rail. A considerable amount of housing development is 
dependent upon the Expressway going ahead. 
Housing numbers: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised: 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757". 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358".
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000".
The road network in the Aylesbury area is already severely congested, particularly at peak periods and whenever there 
is an accident or roadworks. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these 
modified figures. In this respect AVDC and BCC are seriously deficient in their ability and desire to plan adequately for 
the effects on traffic of housing in this area. Therefore, in our view, the Plan fails to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 
HS2: The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet HS2 is still 
under review and no decision on this project has been taken. Consequently the Plan clearly cannot be approved until 
that final decision has been reached. Until it is, AVDC and BCC cannot know the extent to which HS2 will contribute to 
the funding of their desired road system. In the meantime there is much uncertainty about whether the Plan can seek to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Change to Plan No comment provided

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing numbers: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised: 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757". 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358".
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000".

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley  Bull [30264] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: Having seen the plan for the main modifications to the VALP, I am somewhat exasperated by the way that this has 
been approached. 

With specific regard to the traffic plan - something that was heavily criticised in the Inspector's report - the modified 
report appears to have added to the traffic congestion rather than reduce it. The numbers of houses intending to be 
built have now been increased from the original plans. There appear now to be 'at least' an extra 380 houses which 
would equate to yet further 750 vehicles. How does this equate to a modulation of traffic plan to relieve the dreadful 
congestion we already experience.

In addition the VALP makes the continued supposition that HS2 will be delivered, and so fund part of the 'ring road'. 
Given that there is fierce debate at Government level and with major political opposition from all Buckinghamshire's 
MPs this is far from definite and cannot possibly be part of a structured plan for the future. Without the 'ring road' the 
whole plan fails.

In all how can this show that the modified plan"has been positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements" ? It sounds much more like a plan that 'hopefully should work' rather 
than plan which is a positive future vision to create a thriving efficient community attractive to business etc..

Whilst not averse to the increase to housing numbers nationally and our part in its achievement, the goal surely was 
never intended to be met by bringing the whole of Aylesbury Vale to a standstill. This Modified VALP continues to be 
flawed.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
The numbers of houses intending to be built have now been increased from the original plans. There appear now to be 
'at least' an extra 380 houses which would equate to yet further 750 vehicles. How does this equate to a modulation of 
traffic plan to relieve the dreadful congestion we already experience.

Respondent: Mr Roger  Green [32903] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We writing to raise our concerns regarding the proposed Modified Vale of Aylesbury plan.

Firstly the withdrawal of positive support of the Oxford /Cambridge Expressway road. We feel that this is a short sighted 
move and is this the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives? The new road will 
reduce congestion on alternative routes and improve not only the lives of those living in the surrounding areas but will 
open up the job opportunities for those potentially new house buyers/renters in the new houses being built.
An unspecified point in the future is a not a solution to the problem and indeed cause potentially cause more 
problems/inconvenience in the future. 

Secondly, we are very concerned of the potential implications of the increase in housing numbers from 6,771 to approx. 
8705 homes on top of the housing projects already underway or completed. leading to the population increasing by at 
least 40,000 many of whom will be driving - if not immediately then in the foreseeable future- adding additional 35,000 
cars to an already congested traffic system( have you tried to drive into/around/through Aylesbury/Stoke Mandiville 
during normal working hours - it adds additional time and pollution to any journey). 
The Planners need to seek to meet the objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements to build the 
housing proposed and that already agreed and built.By that I mean schools( both primary and senior),doctors and 
surgeries, hospital beds, social services, policing ,refuse collection, jobs and bus routes etc.
It is not just Stoke Mandiville that will be affected by this proposal but also the surrounding villages such as Weston 
Turnville and Aston Clinton, both of which has already had numerous new housing developments built in the last 5 
years, which has added to vehicular congestion. David Liddington MP was aware of the issue in Aston Clinton was 
trying to help to reduce the traffic concerns of local residents prior to the election and hopefully Robert Butler MP will 
continue to do so.

Thirdly, D-AGT2 is a crucial part of the proposal and is reliant on HS2 being approved .
Have the planners looked at an alternative if HS2 is not approved in regards to current proposed building/planning and 
how would it meet the current objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Lastly ,how does the planning of infrastructure and development requirements of the Aylesbury Garden Town proposal 
impact on Modified Aylesbury Vale Plan?

We are both concerned that Aylesbury Vale is has not looked fully at the impact on their existing residents when 
undertaking this plan( which we are given to believe includes taking on new housing requirements of neighbouring 
areas- Chesham) and not building the infrastructure that actually support that development. They are turning it from an 
area where people chose to live to an area where they don't.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Secondly, we are very concerned of the potential implications of the increase in housing numbers from 6,771 to approx. 
8705 homes on top of the housing projects already underway or completed. leading to the population increasing by at 
least 40,000 many of whom will be driving - if not immediately then in the foreseeable future- adding additional 35,000 
cars to an already congested traffic system( have you tried to drive into/around/through Aylesbury/Stoke Mandiville 
during normal working hours - it adds additional time and pollution to any journey).

Respondent: Ms Julie Williams [28439] Agent: N/A
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VALP Main Modifications

O - 3377 - 32109 - MM010 - i, ii, iii, iv

3377 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan Winslow's contribution to the District's housing needs should be substantially increased.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The distribution of housing required throughout the District is unsuitable and unsustainable. There is a substantial over 
reliance on Aylesbury and less sustainable villages. In comparison, Winslow, a highly sustainable top-tier settlement, is 
not making a proportionate contribution. As a result, more housing development should be directed towards Winslow. 
Winslow's contribution should be increased further to reflect its anticipated East West rail station and the expected Ox-
Cam Expressway also.

Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109] Agent: Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mods Response Form - New Settlemnet- MM008.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - WIN001- MM089.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - Winslow- MM070.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - Housing Allocation- MM009.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3392 - 29618 - MM010 - i, ii, iii, iv

3392 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:  The full text is attached. See attachment.

Change to Plan See attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whilst we support the housing requirement increase, this should be expressed as a minimum to ensure that the Plan is 
flexible enough to respond to changing needs. We note that the Council have revisited and upped the capacities for 
sites at Aylesbury. We support the recognition that sites at Aylesbury are capable of accommodating more growth. We 
feel that the Main Modifications could have gone further by seeking to make additional allocation(s) in proximity to 
Aylesbury. In light of this, our clients site 'Land South West of Weston Turville' should be further considered as an 
additional allocation.

Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Wetherill) [29618] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Weston Turville - Main Mods - Response form.pdf

Main Modifications Consultation - Final with appendices_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3400 - 30831 - MM010 - None

3400 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I would like to register my comments on the VALP as follows:-

Housing Numbers 
In the plan it states that a number of housing developments have had the intended number of dwellings increased or 
the final total altered from around to read at least. As we already know the traffic in the town at peak times can already 
be at a standstill, what provision has been made by AVDC or BCC to plan for the increase in traffic created by this 
additional housing on our already congested local roads. I would have to strongly disagree that this plan seeks to meet 
objectively the assessed development and infrastructure requirements. Also that the area labelled D-AGT2 is stated as 
being dependent upon the delivery of the HS2 project but as this has not yet been approved how can the local plan be 
approved when the required funding is not in place. This also leads me to question whether AVDC or BCC have the 
ability to fund their desired road system.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
In the plan it states that a number of housing developments have had the intended number of dwellings increased or 
the final total altered from around to read at least. As we already know the traffic in the town at peak times can already 
be at a standstill, what provision has been made by AVDC or BCC to plan for the increase in traffic created by this 
additional housing on our already congested local roads. I would have to strongly disagree that this plan seeks to meet 
objectively the assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Respondent: Melvyn  Gibbons [30831] Agent: N/A

Attachments:
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 November 2019 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
We would like to thank you for taking many of our comments from previous consultations on board. 
Natural England is of the opinion that as it stands this Local Plan does not meet all of the tests of soundness. Natural 
England's primary concerns centre around Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity, as well as some of the new 
wording regarding Green Infrastructure. 
Once this is addressed we would be happy to review our advice with regards to soundness of the plan. 
We have also included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes 
concerned with wording of certain policies. 
QUESTIONS OF SOUNDNESS 
Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. In particular; 
* In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as 
well as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170. 
* In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

* In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 
*  In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 
* In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Unsound on the basis that it is ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
Green Infrastructure (p.256) and Policy I1 
In addition to the below comments on Green Infrastructure (GI), we are also supportive of the Buckinghamshire and 
Milton Keynes NEP's additional representations on reinstating support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles 2016 
document. 
Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions and practice of GI - 
including but not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, 
ANGSt guidance of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (2011) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. 
Inclusion of areas of hardstanding as 'green infrastructure' will lead to GI requirements being fulfilled without any sign of 
real green space. It will allow interpretation of the policy to lead to less green areas being provided, and therefore less 
ecosystem and natural capital services brought forward. 
Further to the above, the inclusion of transport links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is 
similarly incompatible with generally accepted definitions of GI. Natural England recognises that these routes could 
have the potential to provide GI connectivity, through such measures as tree or hedge planting along the route, but are 
not generally considered GI in their own right. 
Unsound on the basis that the modifications are unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats. 
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife. 
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 

Respondent: Natural England (Eleanor  Sweet-Escott) [32512] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1. 
Site Allocations 
Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. In order to comply with the NPPF, 
para. 175, 'if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused'. The NPPF also stresses the 
importance (para 171) of taking a 'strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 
infrastructure'. By including the words 'where practicable' you allow for the possibly of destruction of priority habitats 
and the loss of biodiversity. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. Unless you know there is mitigation required, then remove 
the 'as required'. The discrepancy on how biodiversity is considered between site allocations is currently inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170 and Policy NE1. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Natural England provided a response on 3rd June 2019 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment. 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me at eleanor.sweet-
escott@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Eleanor Sweet-Escott 
Lead Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent Team

Change to Plan
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None

Summary: Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF.
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Full Text: Comments with paragraph reference:

Background

I notice that the unit of measurement used throughout the report is metric i.e. Kilometres and sqm
Given that all road signs are in miles and very few of the public reading this document use metric I think it would be 
useful if distances were given in miles (imperial) as well as metric.

Some of my comments are duplicated as some of the VALP statements overlap.

1.15  The report says the indicative target for convenience floor space is 6,980 sqm in Aylesbury town  centre by 2033. 
 Given the increase in the town's population over the past 10 years, vacant shop floor space has  increased. This is 
particularly true with Vale Retail Park, Friars' Square and Hale Leys. With the  increase in on-line shopping I would say 
that this figure is optimistic.

Strategic Delivery 

4.17  The report says 'to continue to grow the town successfully, key transport issues need addressing  including 
tackling congestion, managing demand, enhancing access, increasing active travel and
 enhancing public transport in Aylesbury'. 
 One key issue is the completion of the ring road. This is reliant on HS2 and the developers. Two key  parts of the ring 
road are missing and are unlikely to be built. These are a link road north from A413 to  the A418 and west from the 
A418 to Berryfields on the A41. In addition the ring Roads are not  conformal dual carriage way but a mixture of 
carriageways.

4.18  The Aylesbury Transport Strategy says it wants to - 
 * Improve transport access and movement to the town centre.
  From the south there are only two ways into Aylesbury. One is Tring Road and the other is Walton  gyratory. There is 
no mention on how these two pinch points can be overcome. The chance of widening  lower High Street by compulsory 
purchase has been lost as overdevelopment has taken place right up  to the pavement edge. 
 * Minimise the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality.
  This could be contradictory to later statements in the report saying that an increase in the use of the  town centre is 
envisaged to help the economy and help with its vibrancy.
 * Make it easier and more accessible through provision of walking and cycling connections and the
 use of public transport. 
 Cycling is decreasing in the town and walking is only possible from homes within less than a mile of  the centre. Given 
that buses are heavily subsidised and most routes stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still  be used as the primary means of 
access to the town centre. 

4.21  The report says 'In creating a Garden Town, the Plan must include green spaces and natural  environments for  
local communities. Strategic multi-functional green infrastructure assets should be  identified, retained and enhanced, 
including improving connectivity through the development of green
 corridors. Local open spaces should be protected and where possible connected to strategic
 multi-functional green infrastructure networks.
  With the exception of the Canal, green corridors are  not possible into the town centre. If anything any  green space in 
or near to the town centre has been identified elsewhere the report as prime development  land i.e. Thame Road, 
Ardenham Lane and  Friarage Road

4.19 Quoting from the report 'The Aylesbury Transport Strategy builds on previous and currently planned  
improvements to  transport infrastructure. The initial work has identified a list of potential transport  interventions 
Proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan as Proposed to be Modified 70 for Aylesbury  which will enable growth, 
influence travel behaviour and meet the strategic objectives'
 My comments are as follows on the objectives 
 * completing a series of outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre and allow
 public transport priority improvements to take place on the main radial roads closer to the town
 centre, improving public transport journey time reliability. 
 As already mentioned elsewhere in my comments this wish is entirely dependent on developers and  HS2. Two big 
gaps in the scheme look as though they will never be accomplished.
 * implementing an overarching strategy to connect new developments, with each other, to key
 destinations and to the town centre by active travel and public transport.
  Transport for Bucks are  already making it difficult to connect communities. I would point out a  series of no right turns 
implemented on major routes into the town. i.e.  A4157 Douglas Road into  Stocklake, A418 onto Churchill Avenue
 * considering new ways to redesign roads within central area of Aylesbury to ensure access for all.
 This is difficult with the A41 running through the town centre and no room for widening. The 20 mph  speed limit within 
the inner ring road is not enforced and Bucks CC policies (street parking) allow free  movement of traffic in so called 
pedestrian areas such as the High Street and Market Square. The idea  to traffic calm Exchange Street is ludicrous and 
has been spoken about for at least 20 years but never  implemented.

Respondent: Cllr Roger King [32774] Agent: N/A
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4.30 The report says 'Aylesbury's most valued assets such as the historic old town, conservation areas, the  river 
Thame, the Grand Union Canal and Hartwell House historic park and garden will be protected  and enhanced, allowing 
communities to celebrate their history, their identity and their diversity'.  There is no mention of the River Bearbrook 
which is a great underused asset running through the town  centre, most of which cannot be seen. This is probably 
because the plan is to culvert it for more  development. 
 'The growth will be planned in a way which minimises the need to travel by private car, with more and  more people 
choosing to walk, cycle or use public transport through integrated forward looking and  accessible transport options 
which supports economic prosperity and wellbeing for residents. Traffic  growth will be managed to control congestion'.
  I have mentioned this elsewhere but will repeat my comments. Cycling is decreasing in the town and  walking is only 
possible from homes within less than  a mile of the centre. Given that buses are heavily  subsidised and most routes 
stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still be used as the primary means of access  to the town centre. 
 * All residents will feel a strong sense of distinctive local identity as part of the garden community of  Aylesbury Garden 
Town, including residents and visitors to its attractive and functioning centre.
 This is a major task for an incoming council. Over 15% of Aylesbury's population are from other  ethnic origins. Very 
few participate in the leisure activities in the town be it theatre, cinema,  restaurants, pubs or the arts centre. This 
statement is a meaningless  just to be politically correct. 

4.209  The report makes a number of statements relating to Aylesbury Town Centre. 'Market Square, Walton  Street 
and Friars Square. Make more of the area's presence as a key retail, catering and leisure hub.  Town centre policies to 
support proposals for retail and other main town centre uses, provided they are  in accordance with the vision and aims 
for the town centre Kingsbury (including George Street and  Pebble Lane)'. 
 At present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Ling Lionel

 Create a more attractive environment for residents, visitors and businesses and improve it as the  gateway to the Old 
Town. Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving
 the quality of the town centre Aylesbury Old Town (the historic quarter). Preserve and enhance this  residential area as 
a key part of the town's heritage and culture offer and improve its links with the rest  of the town centre, in keeping with 
its conservation area status Heritage assets policy to ensure these
 are properly considered when assessing development proposals. 
 I very much support this initiative but it needs to be carried through. The hidden gem of the old town  has been 
neglected for too long. i) Poor surfaces, cobbles and brick sets tarmacked over by utility  companies, bad potholes. ii) 
Poorly placed  traffic signage iii) pedestrian areas are not safe and are not  policed. Traffic ignore speed restrictions 
and one way streets.

 Gateway South (railway and bus stations) Improve the railway and bus stations as key arrival points  and improve their 
connection with the rest of the town centre. Allocation of area for comprehensive
 redevelopment (as shown on the policies map) including co-locating the bus and railway stations to  create a public 
transport interchange.
  By far this is the daftest idea in the town centre plan. Firstly the bus station in its present form brings  passengers 
directly into the heart of the town. The new scheme would add a physical barrier in the A41  in order to get to the town 
centre. Older visitors to the town centre would not want to walk that  distance. Morrison's is a much used supermarket 
particularly for the residents across the Bourg bridge  in Southcourt. The demolition of the supermarket would deplete 
the shopping offer in the town centre,  something VALP says it wants to enhance. This idea should be depleted from 
VALP along with the  demolition of the Friars Square car park. 

 Upper and middle High street Create a more attractive retail environment (especially in middle
 High Street), improve connections between upper High Street and Exchange Street, ensure both upper
 and middle High Street are part of the retail circuit and flow with the rest of the town centre. 
 I oppose the demolition of the former Granada cinema/Gals bingo hall. This should be made a central  feature of the 
generation of the High Street

 Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving the quality of the town  centre, including 
improvements for pedestrian access Cambridge Street, Buckingham Street and New  Street. Cambridge Street: 
Improve the quality and attractiveness of the whole area, the continuity of  active frontages along Cambridge Street and 
the appeal of Cambridge Street to independent shops.
 I applaud this idea, although it is not a new ambition. Bucks County Council have introduced parking  in Cambridge 
Street as a money making machine. There has never been a will to have a fully  pedestrianized area in the town centre 
or the will to enforce it. Active frontages would need fair  landlords and the enforcement of AVDC's own shop front 
policy.

 Buckingham Street and New Street: Improve the physical environment, reduce dominance of the car  and integrate the 
area more fully into the rest of the town centre and the retail Town centre policies to  support proposals for retail, public 
realm improvements and improving the quality of the town centre,  including improvements for pedestrian access.
  Buckingham Street once had an avenue of trees. As each one has been felled through one reason or  another they 
have never been replaced. Until Bucks CC or the new Unitary changes its policy of a  dislike for trees the town centre 
will lose more trees. Reasons given by Bucks CC include, leaf fall  hazard, cost of clearing up leaves, utility cables and 
loss of parking spaces.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Break down the concrete barrier of the inner ring road and improve links and accessibility from the  rest of the town 
centre to Aylesbury Waterside Theatre, Aqua Vale Leisure Centre, Vale Park and the  retail parks.  
 Given that the inner ring road are trunk routes, A41, A413 & A418 I don't see how this can be  achieved. Traffic is 
already gridlocked on these roads and adding pedestrians into the mix will only  make things worse. The mixed use 
areas at the top of Great Western Street and at the Bourg bridge  crossing of the A41 are an accident waiting to 
happen.
 
6.1 & 5 Employment and the Protection of key employment sites
  The report says 'The vision for the Plan in relation to employment is to ensure the availability of a  diverse and flexible 
range of employment opportunities for new and existing businesses, which match  the expectations for employment 
growth in the district. To support this, there is a need to maintain
 a flexible supply of employment land and premises. This includes making the best use of
 existing employment land and premises by retaining the most suitable sites and encouraging
 their refurbishment and renovation where necessary.' 
 Your own published data says the 2011 Census shows that 35,025 residents commute out of the district  to work 
(predominantly to areas just outside the district, but also further afield such as London), yet  office space in the town 
centre has almost  disappeared where office blocks have been converted to  residential. The Economic Development 
Team at AVDC have said that there is a shortage of office  space in and near to the town centre and supports the 
growth in office space in the local economy. Yet  they did nothing to stop the demolition of Derby House in Wendover 
Road or the conversion of small  and large offices blocks in Walton Street, Buckingham Street and Oxford Road. The 
loss of  employment space not only loses trade for shops in the week-day but also increases car journeys out of  town.

Primary shopping frontages

6.22 6.23 The council recognises the importance of the retail role of primary shopping frontages, and of having  a mix 
of uses within Aylesbury town centre, and says it will to ensure that A1 (shops) continue to  predominate while allowing 
some provision of A3 (restaurants and cafes) and A2 uses, provided the  overall mix of uses is considered acceptable. 
Whilst I applaud this approach as I have said previously
 at present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Long Lionel

E7 Tourism development
The plan says 'The council will promote a growing, sustainable tourism sector, and will support
proposals. Proposals for new or expanded tourism, visitor or leisure facilities will be supported
within or adjacent to settlements'. I would suggest reinstating a tourist office in Aylesbury and providing  decent stop 
offs and parking for coaches.

Heritage assets
VALP declares 'The historic environment is an asset of great cultural, social, economic 8.1 and environmental value. It 
contributes significantly to our quality of life and to the character of the district, representing
a non-renewable resource that once lost is gone forever' Yet in Aylesbury looking after the assets including listed 
buildings is poor. AVDC have only paid lip service in the pretence of protecting historic areas, conservation areas and 
listed buildings. Some examples:
i)  The civic group of buildings in Market Square including the old courts has been spoilt by adjacent over development 
of Friars Square with the garish frontage of the Metro bank.
ii) Taxis continue to use Market Square as a rank, hence spoiling the look of the conservation area and the listed civic 
buildings. . Bucks CC in the pursuit of income do not want to lose valuable meter parking. 
iii) The splendid Grade 2 listed Ardenham House in Oxford Road is spoilt by adjacent businesses, parking uncaring 
tenants and owners and the promise in VALP of future development nearby
iv) The grade 2 listed Walton Mill house continues to rot.

Conservation areas, listed buildings
8.10  VALP says 'Conservation areas are areas of special historic or architectural interest, the special  character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance. Conservation areas are  locally designated heritage assets. 
Conservation areas are designated by Aylesbury Vale District
 Council, according to strategy set out in the AVDC Conservation Areas Supplementary Planning
 Document (adopted March 2011)'.  
 Again just lip service. Aylesbury's 3 conservation areas continue to be spoilt by dustbins on show, poor  pavement and 
road surfaces, temporary signage such as adverts on Byron House railings in Wendover  Road and estate agent for 
sale boards and the abundance of weeds everywhere in the summer.

Registered historic parks and gardens & Scheduled monuments

I note that there I no mention of Quarrendon Leas on periphery of Aylesbury, owned and managed by Buckinghamshire 
Conservation Trust

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Heritage at Risk

8.38  The report says 'Investing in historic buildings can have a direct impact on the quality of life of  residents. Many 
buildings at risk have a rich historic legacy and contribute to local identity. The repair  and refurbishment of declining 
and/or derelict historic buildings can often be a catalyst in
 encouraging confidence and investment in an area. 
8.39  Wherever practicable the council will support endeavours to repair and reuse
 heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance and to provide long-term viable
 uses for buildings and structures that are vacant and at risk through cooperation with owners
 and Historic England. 
 AVDC's record of protecting assets is poor and again the comments above need  to be implemented.  We have lost in 
the past 30 years many historic unlisted buildings. These include Duck Cottages in  Green end, Oxford Road Mill, old 
police station in Walton Street, cattle market auction rings,  electricity showrooms in Exchange Street to name just a 
few.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Protected sites

9.56  VALP states 'Where tree loss is unavoidable, they should be replaced with suitable new planting,  either within the 
site or in the locality if this is more appropriate. Replacement planting should, as a
 minimum, be of commensurate value to that which is lost Development can make a positive
 contribution to the tree and hedgerow resource in the locality through new planting or the
 restoration and improved management of existing features. New plantings should endeavour
 to link up fragmented areas of existing woodland.' 
 Aylesbury continues to lose trees on important sites and they are not replaced. Where developments  have specified 
that tree planting should be carried out as screening, there is no enforcement id not  carried out.

My main interest has been focused on Aylesbury and particularly the town centre. There is much to commend the 
report but also much is repeated. It seems to me that authors of the report have no empathy with the town and possibly 
do not live in the town. There is no talk on how any of the plans and schemes will be funded.  I await with some 
enthusiasm. 

Cllr Roger King 

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: 1.15  The report says the indicative target for convenience floor space is 6,980 sqm in Aylesbury town  centre by 2033. 
Given the increase in the town's population over the past 10 years, vacant shop floor space has  increased. This is 
particularly true with Vale Retail Park, Friars' Square and Hale Leys. With the increase in on-line shopping I would say 
that this figure is optimistic

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

RJK submission on VALP redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: In July 2017, Milton Keynes Council (MKC) adopted Plan:MK, the local plan for the area. As part of the evidence 
gathering to support to preparation of the plan, a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) for the period 2016-
2031 was carried out. The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing 
numbers to be delivered through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham. 
Consequently, the following main modifications should be amended as follows:

Change to Plan Delete "f - Land within in the north east of Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton Keynes will make provision for 3,362 on a 
number of sites"

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing numbers to be delivered 
through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham.

Respondent: West Bletchley Council (Sir/ Madam ) [32806] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Figar Land Limited.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The overall increase in the housing requirement from 27,400 to 28,600 is supported. In
particular the addition of text stating, 'at least' to clarify that this housing requirement figure
does not represent an upper limit is supported. For consistency it is suggested that the
housing requirement figures listed for each of the sustainable locations listed in Policy S2 a - j
should also be preceded by 'at least'.

Respondent: LDA Design (Mr David Bell) [29603] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29603 Bell, David - LDA Design_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attached document 32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4 and the comments below that set out Crest 
Nicholson's support, subject to minor changes, to MM010.

Crest Nicholson would recommend that the second paragraph within Policy S2 is amended to read 'The strategy also 
allocates growth at two sites adjacent to Milton Keynes which reflects its status as a strategic settlement immediately 
adjacent to Aylesbury Vale District' as both Salden Chase and Shenley Park are now allocated for residential 
development.

Crest Nicholson support bullet (f) of policy S2 that increases the housing provision in the North East of Aylesbury Vale 
from 2,212 to 3,362. As the Inspector noted in document ED181 'I stated that it was for the Council to decide how it 
wished to meet the need for any additional allocations. The suggestion that it be met entirely by an allocation in the 
Milton Keynes area would adequately address the specific recommendation of paragraph 37 of my Interim Findings. 
The source for identifying the allocation is entirely within the Council's discretion. I have no reason to dispute the 
Council's choice of focussing its attention on those sites identified on pages 248-254 of the HELAA report V4 (January 
2017)'.

Crest Nicholson agree with both the Inspector and AVDC that the HELAA report provides the most appropriate piece of 
evidence from which to determine which site should be allocated for residential development. Of the three options 
considered next to Milton Keynes, namely Shenley Park, Eaton Leys and an extension to Salden Chase, only Shenley 
Park is considered suitable for residential development in the HELAA, a conclusion that is also borne out by the 
Sustainability Appraisal addendum that has been provided as part of the main modifications evidence base. Shenley 
Park was also the only site of the three included in the 2016 version of the VALP (Regulation 18).

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support and agree with conclusion that Shenley Park is the most appropriate site to allocate adjacent to Milton Keynes. 
Support bullet (f) of policy S2 that increases the housing provision in the North East of Aylesbury Vale from 2,212 to 
3,362. As the Inspector noted in document ED181 'I stated that it was for the Council to decide how it wished to meet 
the need for any additional allocations. The suggestion that it be met entirely by an allocation in the Milton Keynes area 
would adequately address the specific recommendation of paragraph 37 of my Interim Findings.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of IPE Orchestra Land

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Bullets A-H should read "at least" XXX dwellings (where XXX is the figure of new homes referenced in each bullet). The 
global housing figure for AVDC is an "at least" figure (new wording included in this MM in the preceding text in Policy 
S2) and therefore these parts of the policy should contain the same wording in order to reflect that. Without the 
wording, the Policy is inconsistent nor is it effective.

Respondent: IPE Orchestra [32963] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32282 Schmull, Mark - Arrow Planning_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Policy S2 should have the words 'at least' reinstated in all criteria. 

The references to further housing development being exceptional and to the settlement boundaries of made 
neighbourhood plans should be removed from related policies e.g. policy D2.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Policy S2 should have the words 'at least' reinstated in all criteria. Further, the references to further housing 
development being exceptional and to the settlement boundaries of made neighbourhood plans should be removed 
from related policies e.g. policy D2 as those requirements are inconsistent with policy S2.

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286] Agent: RPS Planning & Development (Mr Paul Hill) [32932]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

10 Dec 2019 VALP Modifications on behalf of Richborough Estates_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Policy S2 makes clear in sub-para (a) that Aylesbury Garden Town comprises the area of Aylesbury town and parts of 
surrounding parishes, many of which have or are developing a Neighbourhood Plan. This acknowledgement that 
Aylesbury Garden Town is a composite settlement subject to a variety of development documents is not, however, 
reflected in other parts of the Plan, leading to inconsistency and inaccuracy.

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3477 - 32938 - MM010 - None

3477 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We feel that this Modified Local Plan has a number of major flaws and should not be submitted to the Inspector in it's 
current form.

Housing Numbers

It shows an increase in the number of New Home planned for the larger developments D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and 
D-AGT4 and fails to take into account the number of new homes currently being constructed on a large number of 
developments in Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Bishopstone, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville, Bierton and Marsworth. 
These current development are considerably adding to the strain being put on the local infrastructure, eg. roads, trains, 
education, doctors and hospitals etc. The new increased numbers of new homes shown in the modified plan, will only 
reduce the quality of life in the area. 
All major routes in and out of Aylesbury are already heavily congested now, with vehicles often travelling at walking 
pace at peak times. This plan offers no change to the current situation and vehicle movements will only get worse. 
What does this say about AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? How does this make you feel? Could you 
agree or disagree that this is the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what are your 
thoughts ?
HS2
The Plan relise heavily on funds being made available from HS2 (para 4.44) to construct the area D-AGT2. However 
this project is under threat and no final decision has been made on whether it will scrapped or goes ahead. The Plan 
cannot be approved until there is a final decision on HS2.
Surely this is not the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what does it say about 
AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? What do you make of this?

Oxford to Cambridge Expressway

The Modified Plan make reference to this project several times, but fails to link any road infrastructure projects into the 
plan. They have also deleted reference to any major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para 3.39) and 
state they may (para 3.81) consider them at some unspecified time in the future. It would also appear that they no 
longer support the project.
This does not give a very good account of the AVDC and BCC strategic thinking and planning. How does this make you 
feel and what do you make of it?

Earlier Planning applications have been rejected by the government Inspector on the basis of the Aylesbury Road 
Network will not cope with the increase of traffic flow. However this plan shows there will be a considerable increase in 
the number of vehicles on our roads but fails to produce an update of any transport assessment based of the new 
homes to be built.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Housing Numbers
It shows an increase in the number of New Home planned for the larger developments D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and 
D-AGT4 and fails to take into account the number of new homes currently being constructed on a large number of 
developments in Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Bishopstone, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville, Bierton and Marsworth. 
These current development are considerably adding to the strain being put on the local infrastructure, eg. roads, trains, 
education, doctors and hospitals etc. The new increased numbers of new homes reduces the quality of life in the area.

Respondent: Susan & Rex Horton  [32938] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: support the proposed modification to Policy S2 'Spatial strategy for growth'
which increases the housing requirement to 28,600 new homes within the plan period to
2033 (an increase of 1,200 homes). The proposed increase in overall housing provision
reflects the outcome of the exchange which took place between the Inspector and AVDC
following the Examination hearings
notwithstanding our in principle support for the allocation of additional land for
housing adjacent to Milton Keynes, as we detail below, the proposed allocation of Shenley
Park through MM075 and MM0076 (Policy D-WHA001) is unsound.

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Housing Numbers.

There are several increases in housing numbers in the modifications, yet there is no assessment of the additional 
impact on traffic.
I live on the A413 and the congestion brings traffic to a crawl during both the morning and evening rush hour. More 
houses means more traffic and worse congestion, how does that fit with Aylesbury being a Garden City - are the 
planners trying to grow pollution?

A single traffic incident in Aylesbury results in gridlock. Even the police recently posted advice about a recent incident - 
"just avoid the area"! 

The traffic problem needs to be sort BEFORE any additional housing.

HS2 and Oxford Cambridge Expressway.

The modifications include references to both HS2 and the Oxford Cambridge Expressway as individual discrete items. 
This is an absolute nonsense. If two major investments do not co-ordinate and integrate they are both failing to address 
basic principles. The VALP needs to consider the integration of the two schemes and how they will impact / benefit the 
area. A simple application of logic says there will be a "Parkway" station at the intersection and that will have 
consequences for VALP.

Change to Plan Address congestion before any more houses are built

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: There are several increases in housing numbers, yet there is no assessment of the additional impact on traffic.
I live on the A413 and the congestion brings traffic to a crawl during both the morning and evening rush hour. More 
houses means more traffic and worse congestion, how does that fit with Aylesbury being a Garden City - are the 
planners trying to grow pollution?
A single traffic incident in Aylesbury results in gridlock. Even the police recently posted advice about a recent incident - 
"just avoid the area"! 
The traffic problem needs to be sorted BEFORE any additional housing.

Respondent: Ether Solutions (Mr David Martin) [29611] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3513 - 32962 - MM010 - i, ii, iv

3513 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The representations set out in detail why it is considered that a minimum 20% uplift remains appropriate based on a full 
assessment of market signals
On the day of adoption, the Plan and its policies will be considered against the 2019 Framework and this already 
requires that Local Plans are reviewed when they need updating, and at least once every five years (Paragraph 33). 
This states that the requirement for review should take into account changing circumstances affecting the local plan 
area, including whether the applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3536 - 32948 - MM010 - i

3536 Support

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: One of the proposed main modifications is that the total housing provision in the plan should be increased from 27,400 
to 28,600. Whilst the text continues to explain that this allows for 5,750 houses to meet Chiltern and South Bucks 
needs, the reference to this in Policy S2 is now  recommended to be deleted. This Council support the proposed 
modification to the policy and the increase in the housing provision figure.

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Main Modifications Consultation (November 2019) 
-The examination into the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan took place in July 2018. A key part of this plan is the proposal to 
meet Chiltern and South Bucks unmet housing needs by building an additional 5,750 dwellings in houses in Aylesbury. 

-This Council made representations at the examination that it was not reasonable or sustainable to import housing from 
outside of the "functional" Housing Market Area such as the southern part of South Bucks. It was estimated that 1,750 
houses fell into this category and so this number should be deducted from the number of houses being built in 
Aylesbury to accommodate South Bucks unmet need. 

-Inspector published his interim finding in August 2018. This concluded that the plan could be made sound through 
modifications which are now the subject to public consultation until the 17th December.

-The Inspector has proposed that the total housing provision in the plan should be increased from 27,400 to 28,600. 
Whilst the text continues to explain that this allows for 5,750 houses to meet Chiltern and South Bucks needs, the 
reference to this in Policy S2 is now recommended to be deleted. It is recommended that this proposed modification to 
the policy should be supported.

-The plan was prepared under the now superseded 2012 version of the NPPF. As a result the Objectively Assessed 
Housing Need figure for Aylesbury of 20,600 was derived from their own Housing Needs Assessment. All plans now 
have to use the Government's standard methodology for calculating housing needs. Using this, the current housing 
needs figure for Aylesbury would be 29,520. This means that the plan is not actually going to meet the District's own 
needs and there is no scope for it to provide for the 8,000 unmet needs from Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks.

-It is not possible to object to the proposed modifications on this basis but it makes it all the more important that the 
figures are removed from Policy S2.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: (Officer's summary)
One of the proposed main modifications is that the total housing provision in the plan should be increased from 27,400 
to 28,600. Whilst the text continues to explain that this allows for 5,750 houses to meet Chiltern and South Bucks 
needs, the reference to this in Policy S2 is now  recommended to be deleted. This Council support the proposed 
modification to the policy and the increase in the housing provision figure.

Respondent: Slough Borough Council (Mr Paul Stimpson) 

[32948]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to consultations on RBWM, Aylesbury Vale and Spelthorne Local Plans.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3592 - 32949 - MM010 - None

3592 Support

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of this update as it is required to ensure that the Plan is
consistent throughout and that the distribution of growth reflects the modified housing
requirement figures and discussions regarding sites and locations for growth at the EiP.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3611 - 30433 - MM010 - None

3611 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan Change 'at least' to 'around' throughout the plan's policies

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Several Main Modifications propose altering allocations from "around x" to
"at least". We contend that is unsound as it is not sufficiently precise and for
example in the case of D-WHA001 could lead to the policy being read as
supporting 1,800 dwellings which is what the developers contend should be
on the site.

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3654 - 32955 - MM010 - i, ii, iii

3654 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Whilst the changes to the policy S2 are welcome, they do not go far enough and do not address the Inspector's 
criticism that the plan does not reflect the advice that "To be sound, VALP should make contingency plans to 
accommodate them, not
simply abandon its function to a future review of uncertain timescale". Whilst the references to an early review have 
been dropped the plan has not been sufficiently modified with a contingency plan to deal with Cam-MK-Ox growth arc.
The Inspector accepted that it may not be possible for the Council to identify new settlements (which would account for 
less than half of the homes required to support the Cam-MK-Ox arc's future workforce) and these may be left to a
future review of the plan, however, this does not recognise the ability of delivery at pace to serve the strategic needs of 
the arc in the near future. An additional 1150 dwellings allocation is simply not sufficient recognition of the strategic
role of the area.
The strategic growth of Cam-MK-Ox arc is totally underplayed in the plan describing it as "a site adjacent to Milton 
Keynes."
In terms of NPPF 47 the Council could:
"where possible, identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10"
The Council have failed to provide a proper contingency plan for the Cam-MK-Ox growth arc during the life of the plan 
to 2033. The opportunity to show the wider area of growth that supports AVDC's aspirations has been lost and with it 
the opportunity to influence the growth arc in a positive way. The plan is therefore not positively prepared.
This is yet again an example of piecemeal planning that has dogged the proper planning of the area for the past 
decade since the demise of the South East Plan.

The Council have failed to provide a proper contingency plan for the Cam-MK-Ox growth arc during the life of the
plan to 2033. The opportunity to show the wider area of growth that supports AVDC's aspirations has been lost and
with it the opportunity to influence the growth arc in a positive way. The plan is therefore not positively
prepared.The additional allocation of 1150 dwelling near MK does not sufficiently address the spatial hierarchy where 
MK is the city region within the AVDC area.

Change to Plan Review the allocations for MK in the plan and consider the spatial hierarchy to reflect the primary role of MK city in the
development allocations. Identify the future directions of growth to fit with the growth arc aspirations for 1 million
home by 2050.
Revise wording of policy S2 - Add new wording before letter a)
Milton Keynes expansion as part of the government's aspirations for 1 million new homes in the Oxford to Cambridge 
growth arc by 2050. In addition to the specific allocations that extend Milton Keynes city within AVDC the plan will
support development that goes beyond the allocations that meets the aspirations for sustainable growth of the city that 
meets the four pillars of the MHLG and local partners agreed aspirations for the growth arc (March 2019).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The Council have failed to provide a proper contingency plan for the Cam-MK-Ox growth arc during the life of the plan 
to 2033. The opportunity to show the wider area of growth that supports AVDC's aspirations has been lost and with it 
the opportunity to influence the growth arc in a positive way. The plan is therefore not positively prepared.
The additional allocation of 1150 dwelling near MK does not sufficiently address the spatial hierarchy where MK is the 
city region within the AVDC area.

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

COMPLETED response form - MM010.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3660 - 32955 - MM010 - i, ii, iii

3660 Object

MM010VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached report on the main modifications representations by Chase Consortium. Whilst the changes to the 
policy S2 are welcome, they do not go far enough and do not address the Inspector's criticism that the plan does not 
reflect the advice that "To be sound, VALP should make contingency plans to accommodate them, not simply abandon 
its function to a future review of uncertain timescale". Whilst the references to an early review have been dropped the 
plan has not been sufficiently modified with a contingency plan to deal with Cam-MK-Ox growth arc.
The Inspector accepted that it may not be possible for the Council to identify new settlements (which would account for 
less than half of the homes required to support the Cam-MK-Ox arc's future workforce) and these may be left to a
future review of the plan, however, this does not recognise the ability of delivery at pace to serve the strategic needs of 
the arc in the near future. An additional 1150 dwellings allocation is simply not sufficient recognition of the strategic
role of the area.
The strategic growth of Cam-MK-Ox arc is totally underplayed in the plan describing it as "a site adjacent to Milton 
Keynes."
In terms of NPPF 47 the Council could: "where possible, identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad 
locations for growth for years 6-10"
The Council have failed to provide a proper contingency plan for the Cam-MK-Ox growth arc during the life of the plan 
to 2033. The opportunity to show the wider area of growth that supports AVDC's aspirations has been lost and with it
the opportunity to influence the growth arc in a positive way. The plan is therefore not positively prepared.
This is yet again an example of piecemeal planning that has dogged the proper planning of the area for the past decade
since the demise of the South East Plan.

Change to Plan Review the allocations for MK in the plan and consider the spatial hierarchy to reflect the primary role of MK city in the 
development allocations. Identify the future directions of growth to fit with the growth arc aspirations for 1 million
home by 2050.
Revise wording of policy S2 - Add new wording before letter a)
Milton Keynes expansion as part of the government's aspirations for 1 million new homes in the Oxford to Cambridge 
growth arc by 2050. In addition to the specific allocations that extend Milton Keynes city within AVDC the plan will 
support development that goes beyond the allocations that meets the aspirations for sustainable growth of the city that 
meets the four pillars of the MHLG and local partners agreed aspirations for the growth arc (March 2019).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Whilst the changes to the policy S2 are welcome, they do not go far enough and do not address the Inspector's 
criticism that the plan does not reflect the advice that "To be sound, VALP should make contingency plans to 
accommodate them, not
simply abandon its function to a future review of uncertain timescale". Whilst the references to an early review have 
been dropped the plan has not been sufficiently modified with a contingency plan to deal with Cam-MK-Ox growth arc.

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

COMPLETED response form - MM010.pdf

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2962 - 29077 - MM011 - iv

2962 Object

MM011VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: In his Interim Findings (ED166, 27 Aug 2019), the Examiner commented on the disproportionately small role of the 
villages as compared with the disproportionate dominance of Aylesbury, as exhibited in the figures in Table 1.  Although 
there is some readjustment, principally in the contribution from the area immediately adjacent to Milton Keynes, the 
disproportionality otherwise remains.

Change to Plan The total of Allocations in Plan is 7148 (rather than 5998).

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: In his Interim Findings (ED166, 27 Aug 2019), the Examiner commented on the disproportionately small role of the 
villages as compared with the disproportionate dominance of Aylesbury, as exhibited in the figures in Table 1.  Although 
there is some readjustment, principally in the contribution from the area immediately adjacent to Milton Keynes, the 
disproportionality otherwise remains.

Respondent: S G Raven [29077] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2986 - 27458 - MM011 - ii, iv

2986 Object

MM011VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan Encourage a wider dispersal of development in the larger village rural settlements, giving Waddesdon as an example.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The spatial strategy distribution as expressed in MM011, 012 demonstrates a huge
imbalance. The Aylesbury share of that is 55%, the 'large villages' accommodate 7.5%.
Waddesdon is one such 'large village' with extensive services, facilities, a major tourist
attraction (Waddesdon Manor) and a major employment site close by. The need for a
more dispersed pattern of development would be served at the site north of Waddesdon
which has been master-planned.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2751 - 29911 - MM012 - None

2751 Support

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Support for the proposed allocation of 54 dwellings at Stone / Hartwell comprising 28 completions and 26 allocations. 
On this basis, the Waddesdon Estate / National Trust would not expect to see any further housing development coming 
forward within or on the edge of this settlement within the period 2013 to 2033.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support for the proposed allocation of 54 dwellings at Stone / Hartwell comprising 28 completions and 26 allocations. 
On this basis, the Waddesdon Estate / National Trust would not expect to see any further housing development coming 
forward within or on the edge of this settlement within the period 2013 to 2033.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2783 - 29911 - MM012 - None

2783 Support

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Support for the proposed allocation of 54 dwellings at Stone / Hartwell comprising 28 completions and 26 allocations. 
On this basis, the Hartwell House Estate / National Trust would not expect to see any further housing development 
coming forward within or on the edge of this settlement within the period 2013 to 2033.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support for the proposed allocation of 54 dwellings at Stone / Hartwell comprising 28 completions and 26 allocations. 
On this basis, the Hartwell House Estate / National Trust would not expect to see any further housing development 
coming forward within or on the edge of this settlement within the period 2013 to 2033.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2919 - 31591 - MM012 - None

2919 Object

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Parish Council is surprised and concerned that the allocation for housing within the Proposed Main Modifications to 
Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and Policies Maps November 2019  for this site has increased from 10 
houses to 26 without any discussion with The Parish Council since the issue of the November 2017 version of the Vale 
of Aylesbury Local Plan.  The site shown on the maps (STO008) is not suitable for an allocation of this quantity and 
therefore the Parish Council objects to this allocation on this site.

Change to Plan Reduce the provision from proposed 26 houses back to original allocation of 10 houses.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Parish Council is surprised and concerned that the allocation for housing within the Proposed Main Modifications to 
Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and Policies Maps November 2019  for this site has increased from 10 
houses to 26 without any discussion with The Parish Council since the issue of the November 2017 version of the Vale 
of Aylesbury Local Plan.  The site shown on the maps (STO008) is not suitable for an allocation of this quantity and 
therefore the Parish Council objects to this allocation on this site.

Respondent: Stone With Bishopstone And Hartwell Parish 

Council (Parish Clerk) [31591]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2987 - 27458 - MM012 - ii, iv

2987 Object

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan Encourage a wider dispersal of development in the larger village rural settlements, giving
Waddesdon as an example.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The spatial strategy distribution as expressed in MM011, 012 demonstrates a huge
imbalance. The Aylesbury share of that is 55%, the 'large villages' accommodate 7.5%.
Waddesdon is one such 'large village' with extensive services, facilities, a major tourist
attraction (Waddesdon Manor) and a major employment site close by. The need for a
more dispersed pattern of development would be served at the site north of Waddesdon
which has been master-planned.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3058 - 32719 - MM012 - ii, iii

3058 Object

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Given the changes proposed by MM001 to MM003 and the emphasis of Bovis Homes' response to MM008, further 
development could and should be directed towards larger and medium villages. As outlined within MM012, which 
references the updated Table 2 (Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development), larger villages such as 
Stone are considered "larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable access to facilities and services 
and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development." Meanwhile, medium villages such as 
Tingewick "have some provision of key services and facilities, making them moderately sustainable locations for 
development."

Evidently, such settlements are capable of accommodating further development in the future, beyond the mere 325 
dwellings allocated to large and medium villages within the VALP as currently modified.

Change to Plan Update Table 2 - Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development to address the need for a comprehensive 
review of the deliverability of sites, as set out in Bovis Homes' representations to MM031, MM074, MM075, MM076, 
and MM094.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Further development could and should be directed towards larger and medium villages, to reflect AVDC's commitment 
to considering other options to meeting local housing need (other than a new settlement) and to maintain a supply of 
residential development within those villages that the VALP deems to be sustainable.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3468 - 32963 - MM012 - i, ii, iii

3468 Object

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of IPE Orchestra Land

Change to Plan New Allocations in Medium Villages such as North Marston.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Table 2 only proposes 9 units for North Marston, which are existing completions. 
The Plan is unsound as it is not positively prepared or effective, being inconsistent. The lack of allocations in Medium 
Villages such as North Marston is inconsistent with Spatial Objective 5. (officer summary)

Respondent: IPE Orchestra [32963] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32282 Schmull, Mark - Arrow Planning_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3553 - 29224 - MM012 - iii

3553 Object

MM012VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments

Change to Plan Delete "(including Hartwell)", "(including Fleet Marston)", "(including Broughton)", "and Ledburn" and "(including 
Pitchcott)".

Delete "(listed in the settlement hierarchy document)"

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: The references (in Table 2) to "including Hartwell" (Stone), "including Fleet Marston" (Waddesdon),  "including 
Broughton" (Bierton),  "and Ledburn" (Mentmore), and "including Pitchcott" (Oving) are inappropriate as these are 
discrete "other" settlements not forming part of the named larger, medium or smaller villages. As such they are subject 
to Policy D4 rather than D2 or D3. The reference "listed in the settlement hierarchy document" is inappropriate as it 
refers to a document not forming part of the development plan.

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29224 Vowles, David - form 2 - 2 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 1 - 18 Nov 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - AVDC typed version.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2747 - 29911 - MM013 - None

2747 Support

MM013VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Waddesdon Estate / National Trust strongly support for the protection of the separate identities of Stone, Hartwell 
and Waddesdon Villages from the outward spread of new housing and employment development from Aylesbury Town.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Waddesdon Estate / National Trust strongly support for the protection of the separate identities of Stone, Hartwell 
and Waddesdon Villages from the outward spread of new housing and employment development from Aylesbury Town.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2784 - 29911 - MM013 - None

2784 Support

MM013VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Hartwell House Estate / National Trust strongly supports the protection of the separate identifies of Stone, Hartwell and 
Waddesdon Villages from the outward spread of new housing and employment development from Aylesbury Town.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Hartwell House Estate / National Trust strongly supports the protection of the separate identifies of Stone, Hartwell and 
Waddesdon Villages from the outward spread of new housing and employment development from Aylesbury Town.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2949 - 31896 - MM013 - None

2949 Support

MM013VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Settlements definitely need protection against coalescence and help to retain their individuality

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Settlements definitely need protection against coalescence and help to retain their individuality

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3252 - 30960 - MM013 - None

3252 Object

MM013VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to appropriate 
modifications.

I think the public examination (PE) should be reopened.

The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first. (MM007,010,076)

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot 
cope.(MM007,010,076)

I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale. (MM13,014,031)

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress (MM070,076)

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 
(MM076)

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' (MM072 to076)

In respect of Newton Longville I ask for the PE to be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Jill Mead 

Newton Longville resident.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale.

Respondent: Jill Mead [30960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3475 - 32935 - MM013 - None

3475 Object

MM013VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We welcome the changes to this paragraph. However, the authority's stated policy in this paragraph of seeking to 
prevent the character and identities of settlements being degraded by development that would negatively affect their 
individual identities is in direct contradiction of other policies for Stoke Mandeville Parish set out in other paragraphs. 
This internal inconsistency needs to be resolved for the plan to be effective.

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3500 - 32962 - MM013 - i, ii

3500 Object

MM013VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan MM013 (proposed changes in bold):
Part of the character of Aylesbury Vale is the distribution of settlements with individual identities. Settlement identity 
therefore needs to be protected to retain this important element in the area's character. The Council will therefore seek 
to preserve prevent the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities being degraded by 
development that would negatively affect their individual identities. To further protect the area's character the Council 
council will endorse a landscape-led approach to supporting development that conserves and enhances the settlement 
pattern and also resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between 
settlements, especially where the gaps between them are already small

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: Policy S3 (and the definition at footnote 7 and 8) states that regard should be had to any perceived further coalescence 
between settlements. It is important that a flexible approach is adopted towards these requirements, particularly where 
the VALP itself does not provide a longer-term vision for North East Aylesbury Vale.
Unsound policy restrictions on future development in relation to coalescence should therefore be avoided. References 
to 'further' and 'perceived' coalescence in Policy S3 and footnote 7/8 should therefore be omitted to enable 
consideration on a site-by-site basis, as demonstrated for the strategic opportunity at Park Manor.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3071 - 32719 - MM014 - None

3071 Object

MM014VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Bovis Homes supports the appropriate addition of a reference to the need "to support thriving rural communities" 
through development, noting its 'in principle' accordance with NPPF paragraph 78 that states that, "to promote 
sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural 
communities." NPPF paragraph 78 outlines that "planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and 
thrive, especially where this will support local services." 

However, whilst the addition of this statement is certainly welcomed, Bovis Homes notes that the remainder of the 
Local Plan does not respond to, or accord with, Policy S3 as amended through MM014. Notably, MM014 appears to 
afford a particular emphasis on the delivery of small and medium sites, yet the Local Plan fails to allocate sufficient 
development in settlements that are deemed to be suitable to accommodate residential development. In particular, the 
Draft Plan's failure to maximise housing delivery within the large village of Stone, despite the evident additional capacity 
within site allocation D-STO008, is discussed in response to MM094 below. Within this, it is clearly shown that the 
development does not compromise the character of the countryside (limb a) or result in a negative impact on the 
identities of neighbouring settlements (limb b).

Change to Plan None specific to MM014 - changes proposed in relation to other specific modifications to address failure to allocate 
sufficient sites to promote sustainable development in rural areas.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Bovis Homes supports the appropriate addition of a reference to the need "to support thriving rural communities" 
through development. However, whilst the addition of this statement is certainly welcomed, Bovis Homes notes that the 
remainder of the Local Plan does not respond to, or accord with, Policy S3 and fails to allocate sufficient development 
in settlements that are deemed to be suitable to accommodate residential development.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3253 - 30960 - MM014 - None

3253 Object

MM014VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to appropriate 
modifications.

I think the public examination (PE) should be reopened.

The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first. (MM007,010,076)

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot 
cope.(MM007,010,076)

I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale. (MM13,014,031)

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress (MM070,076)

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 
(MM076)

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' (MM072 to076)

In respect of Newton Longville I ask for the PE to be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Jill Mead 

Newton Longville resident.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale.

Respondent: Jill Mead [30960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3416 - 32090 - MM014 - None

3416 Support

MM014VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: S3 which gives more protection against coalescence and retention of individuality of settlements.

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3416 - 32090 - MM014 - None

3416 Support

MM014VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3502 - 32962 - MM014 - i, ii

3502 Object

MM014VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan MM014 (proposed changes in bold):
The scale and distribution of development should accord with the settlement hierarchy set out in Table 2, and the site 
allocation policies that arise from it and the requirements of Policy S1. Other than for specific proposals which accord 
with policies in the plan to support thriving rural communities and land the development of allocations in the Plan, or 
where it has been demonstrated that the proposals would contribute towards cohesive development and complement 
the objectives of the spatial strategy, new development in the countryside should be avoided, especially where it 
would...

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: Policy S3 (and the definition at footnote 7 and 8) states that regard should be had to any perceived further coalescence 
between settlements. It is important that a flexible approach is adopted towards these requirements, particularly where 
the VALP itself does not provide a longer-term vision for North East Aylesbury Vale.
Unsound policy restrictions on future development in relation to coalescence should therefore be avoided. References 
to 'further' and 'perceived' coalescence in Policy S3 and footnote 7/8 should therefore be omitted to enable 
consideration on a site-by-site basis, as demonstrated for the strategic opportunity at Park Manor.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3610 - 30433 - MM014 - None

3610 Object

MM014VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan Remove the allocation

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Many of the Main Modifications appear to be designed protect the villages
surrounding Aylesbury and to prevent coalescence, whilst at the same time
promoting coalescence with Newton Longville, Whaddon and communities in
Milton Keynes particularly Oxley Park, Kingsmead, Tattenhoe and Bletchley.
AVDC seem to hark back to the South East Plan as if it is justification for
allocating sites close to Milton Keynes this is neither sound nor justified.
There should not be such double standards and villages in the north of the
district must be offered the same protection from coalescence as the south.

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3503 - 32962 - MM015 - i, ii

3503 Object

MM015VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: Policy S3 (and the definition at footnote 7 and 8) states that regard should be had to any perceived further coalescence 
between settlements. It is important that a flexible approach is adopted towards these requirements, particularly where 
the VALP itself does not provide a longer-term vision for North East Aylesbury Vale.
Unsound policy restrictions on future development in relation to coalescence should therefore be avoided. References 
to 'further' and 'perceived' coalescence in Policy S3 and footnote 7/8 should therefore be omitted to enable 
consideration on a site-by-site basis, as demonstrated for the strategic opportunity at Park Manor.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2796 - 30401 - MM016 - i, ii, iii, iv

2796 Object

MM016VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Halton Parish Council objected strongly to the proposal lifting of the green Belt from RAF Halton, and pointed out not 
only was their analysis comprehensively flawed, but also potentially illegal. They withdrew the proposal to lift the green 
belt in this VALP, however have alluded to it without giving the public the opportunity to question it. Therefore the
comments are misleading and not necessary for the soundness of the current Local Plan.
 On a second point AVDC had agreed at the examination to remove all hints about lifting
the green belt so developers would not delay developing the land awaiting a possible
change in the future. Their current response does not deliver their undertaking.

Change to Plan At the draft plan stage the council had also proposed
two potential revisions to the boundary of the Green
Belt to the north of Wendover. One revision was to
provide a site for approximately 800 dwellings to the
north of Wendover and another to remove part of the
RAF Halton main site to the south of Upper icknield Way
abutting the AONB. During the development and review
of the Local Plan these proposals were not justified and
were withdrawn.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The paragraph does not accurately describe the situation with the Green Belt revisions which were considered and 
should be revised as suggested

Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3282 - 29946 - MM016 - None

3282 Object

MM016VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The final vacation and disposal date for RAF Halton is 2025.

Respondent: Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29946 Watson, Jennifer - JLL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3456 - 32931 - MM016 - ii, iv

3456 Object

MM016VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Main Modification MM016 states that RAF Halton is due to close in 2026. However, there is some inconsistency 
between the closure date of RAF Halton referred to in Main Modification MM016 and elsewhere in Proposed 
Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (PSVALP); Main Modification MM088 anticipates that housing will be 
delivered from 2023, and Appendix A (containing the housing trajectory and referenced in Main Modification MM023) 
anticipates that first housing completions will occur during 2024/25. It is noted that previously in PSVALP and in the 
DIO Hearing Statement for Matter 15r: RAF Halton it was stated that closure would occur in 2022. 

It is requested that the date when RAF Halton will close is confirmed so that the dates are consistent throughout 
PSVALP. The closure date has an impact on the housing trajectory for PSVALP. It is noted that the housing trajectory 
contained in Appendix A (see Main Modification MM023) and in the VALP Housing Land Supply Document July 2018 
[Doc Ref. ED 213] that housing is due to be delivered at the RAF Halton site from 2024/25 i.e. before the site is closed 
and operations have ceased, which is unrealistic. As set out in the SWMK Consortium's representations to Main 
Modification MM088, it is suggested that much less housing will be delivered from the RAF Halton site during the plan 
period than currently predicted because of the range of tasks that need to be completed before development can 
commence.

It is anticipated that the redevelopment of the RAF Halton site for housing would much be more complex and delivery 
would take much longer than currently predicted; the redevelopment of other former RAF sites demonstrate the 
likelihood of delays to housing deliver at the RAF Halton site.

Change to Plan It is requested that the date when RAF Halton will close is consistent throughout PSVALP, and that the housing 
trajectory for the site is amended to reflect the full range of tasks that need to be completed before housing can be 
delivered.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: It is requested that the date when RAF Halton will close is confirmed so that the dates are consistent throughout 
PSVALP.  As set out in the SWMK Consortium's representations to Main Modification MM088, it is suggested that 
much less housing will be delivered from the RAF Halton site during the plan period than currently predicted because of 
the range of tasks that need to be completed before development can commence.

It is anticipated that the redevelopment of the RAF Halton site for housing would much be more complex and delivery 
would take much longer than currently predicted; the redevelopment of other former RAF sites demonstrate the 
likelihood of delays to housing deliver at the RAF Halton site.

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3301 - 29322 - MM017 - ii, iii, iv

3301 Object

MM017VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3301 - 29322 - MM017 - ii, iii, iv

3301 Object

MM017VALP Main Modifications

recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for suggested change

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: No explanation is given as to why the sentence:

"Infrastructure should be delivered in a timely manner and integrated alongside new development, with the specific 
phasing to be determined in agreement with the local planning authority"

Thames Water request further explanation as to why this is being removed, or where this may have been re included?

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

19.12.16 L CT Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Mods.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3302 - 29322 - MM018 - ii, iii, iv

3302 Object

MM018VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for change requested to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". The NEP has several concerns with the revised 
definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: (i) paragraph a - the only legal requirement for NDPs stated here is whether they are in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local Plan; it is questionable whether this needs to be reiterated as it is a legal requirement; the 
first part is an attempt to direct a NDP's format, and again is probably unnecessary as a well made NDP would do this 
in order to conform with the legal requirement stated.
(ii) paragraph b - these are obligations already placed by NPPF so again it is not clear why it should be repeated;
(iii) paragraph c - it is stated that "Neighbourhood plans should" - identify development opportunities - this seeks to 
place a requirement on NDPs that does not exist in law - NDPs do not have to identify development opportunities. If it is 
meant as general guidance, suggested "may" for paragraph c replaces "should". Paragraph c was added at 
Modifications stage.

[Too long 100 word submission]

(i) (a)- only legal requirement for NDPs stated here is whether they are in general conformity with policies of the LP: is 
reiteration required? First part is attempting to direct format; again unnecessary as well made NDPs would conform 
with legal requirements.
(ii)  (b)- these are obligations already placed by NPPF: not clear why repeated;
(iii) (c)- states "Neighbourhood plans should" - identify development opportunities - places a requirement on NDPs that 
does not exist in law - NDPs do not have to identify development opportunities. If meant as general guidance, suggest 
"may" replaces "should". (c) was added at Modifications stage.

[98 words]

Officer note: changed from MM055 to MM020

Change to Plan If meant as general guidance, suggest "may" replaces "should".

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: (i) (a)-only legal requirement for NDPs stated here is whether they are in general conformity with policies of the LP: is 
reiteration required? First part is attempting to direct format; again unnecessary as well made NDPs would conform 
with legal requirements.
(ii)  (b)- these are obligations already placed by NPPF: not clear why repeated;
(iii) (c)- states "Neighbourhood plans should" - identify development opportunities - places a requirement on NDPs that 
does not exist in law - NDPs do not have to identify development opportunities. If meant as general guidance, suggest 
"may" replaces "should". (c) was added at Modifications stage.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It would be more appropriate for this paragraph to explain that neighbourhood Plans also form part of the Development 
Plan and that their policies have full weight in the decision making process. The difference between local and strategic 
policies should be clarified

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Proposed additional criterion following supporting text at Paragraph 3.75
demonstrate that opportunities to support additional growth have been positively assessed where this would 
complement the strategic priorities and spatial strategy in the relevant part of the plan area

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Ensuring a positive approach to the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans is generally endorsed. Given that AVDC has 
undertaken limited additional work on the settlement hierarchy nor taken account of future infrastructure investment and 
increases to the capacity of services and facilities (e.g. East-West Rail) it is considered that Neighbourhood Plans in 
North East Aylesbury Vale should positively assess additional opportunities for growth, ahead of a review of the Local 
Plan. This would ensure that Neighbourhood Plans look to complement the broader objectives of the spatial strategy.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: object to the proposed modification to the VALP to delete reference
to AVDC undertaking an early review
the proportion of the revised housing requirement which is to meet the District's
own housing need falls substantially below meeting local housing need calculated using
the Government's standard method (1,423 dpa). Thus, the VALP will not address housing
affordability pressures across the Housing Market Area (HMA)
does not reflect Oxford - Cambridge arc
The delays in progressing the adoption of the VALP, and therefore the timing of a review
being completed, and the current uncertainty regarding the future of plan-making within
Buckinghamshire associated with the transition to a unitary authority

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Proposed additional criterion following supporting text at Paragraph 3.77
Delays to delivery of the spatial strategy for North East Aylesbury Vale or evidence of a significant change in 
circumstances to demonstrate that a review of the Local Plan is necessary to support the strategic priorities, including 
infrastructure delivery and allocation of additional sites, in this part of the plan area

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: These representations continue to emphasise the requirement for an early review of the Local Plan, drawing upon 
relevant local examples (e.g. Bedford Borough and Luton) where the level of housing proposed is significantly local 
housing need proposed by the government's standard method and cross-boundary strategic priorities are not fully 
addressed.
Any specific failure to deliver the VALP's proposed allocations in North East Aylesbury Vale (i.e. delays to the proposed 
strategic sites at Salden Chase and Shenley Park) should be considered amongst the criteria necessitating early 
review of the Local Plan.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: (See also MM008) The Plan no longer uses evidence to indicate that a
review will be needed soon after adoption. The modified statement
jettisons any evidence reference and simply envisages an update at some
undefined future point. As that would inevitable during the remaining
13-year life of the Plan, the modification can only mean that the Council
has changed its commitment to a positive, evidence-based approach in
favour of a bland, "drift and see" policy.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Re-insert reference to an early review of the plan.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We welcome the fact that MM022 retains references to connectivity schemes, including the specific reference to the 
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway. We note the paragraph is to be modified to no longer refer to an early review. Instead 
the paragraph refers to the Plan being updated at some point in the future.
In our view decisions regarding the Expressway (and the CaMKOx corridor) would have such significance for AVDC 
that it would be essential that the VALP is updated (although we would expect that to be a wider review of Local Plans 
in Buckinghamshire given the impending local
government reorganisation).

Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Murray-Cox, David - Turley for Barwood Development_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Bovis Homes welcomes the implementation of more reasonable and robust housing requirements for a number of the 
sites that are proposed to be allocated, as identified through various site-specific main modifications and summarised 
within the Housing Trajectory (Appendix A). In particular, Bovis Homes notes that the altered delivery trajectories for 
larger allocations within Aylesbury Garden Town are more realistic and in general accordance with studies relating to 
build out times for large developments, including Lichfield publications 'Start to Finish' and 'Planning Matters: Driving 
housing delivery from large sites: What factors affect the build out rates of large scale housing sites?'. However, it 
notes in response to MM074, MM075 and MM076 that the trajectories set out with relation to the allocations at North 
East Aylesbury Vale (Shenley Park and Salden Chase) are unreasonable, and thus artificially boost the housing supply 
as set out in the VALP within the plan period.

Furthermore, Bovis Homes does not support the approach taken specifically with regard to site allocation D-STO008, 
both in relation to the extent of allocation and the associated Housing Trajectory assumptions, as expanded under the 
response to MM094 below.

Change to Plan Review and amend Appendix A Housing Trajectory to address unreasonable assumptions on delivery of larger 
allocations as noted in Bovis Homes' representations to MM074, MM075 and MM076.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Bovis Homes welcomes the implementation of more reasonable and robust housing requirements for a number of the 
sites that are proposed to be allocated. However, it notes in response to MM074, MM075 and MM076 that the 
trajectories set out with relation to the allocations at North East Aylesbury Vale (Shenley Park and Salden Chase) are 
unreasonable, and artificially boost the housing supply within the plan period. Furthermore, Bovis Homes does not 
support the approach taken specifically with regard to site allocation D-STO008, both in relation to the extent of 
allocation and the associated Housing Trajectory assumptions (refer to MM094).

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan The VALP is unable to support a five-year land supply either for plan-making or decision-making purposes and 
accordingly additional sources of supply will need to be identified and/or additional flexibility provided within policies to 
enable a sufficient supply to be restored.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The five-year land supply position identified by the Council is contrary to national policy and guidance.

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MM023 Housing trajectory 16.12.19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Proposed Revisions to Paragraph 3.78
The National Planning Policy Framework requires authorities to demonstrate that they have a five year supply of 
'deliverable' sites in accordance with the most recent definition provided by national policy and guidance. A housing 
trajectory accompanying the Plan, Appendix A, shows how sites, made up from existing commitments and VALP 
allocations supported by clear evidence of their deliverability, are envisaged to deliver housing over the Plan period. 
This is based on discussions with developers, infrastructure providers and looking at previous delivery rates as well as 
other relevant factors. It This illustrates that the Council will deliver the overall housing requirement and also maintain a 
five-year housing land supply of deliverable housing sites using the period 2018- 2023. It will be kept up to date and 
monitored to ensure that the projected housing delivery is achieved. The trajectory sets out when delivery can 
reasonably be expected but does not prevent earlier or accelerated delivery.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iii, iv

Summary: Appendix C to the Council's July 2019 Soundness document (ED213) demonstrates a significant reliance on sites 
proposed for allocation from 2022/23 onwards with an increasing reliance on large strategic sites.
Proposed Modification MM023 incorporates reference to the housing trajectory and national policy for maintaining a five 
year supply of deliverable sites within the supporting text of the plan. This is supported, but the suggested Modification 
should emphasise that deliverability must be assessed against the requirements of the NPPF2019 (or otherwise the 
relevant position set out in national policy at such time it is revised) upon adoption of the VALP.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan Table 9 pp63/64 Housing land supply for 1st April 2018 to 31st March 2023 should be as follows
(Please see attached full representation)

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The calculation of the 5-year Housing Land Supply shown in Table 9 is incorrect because:

20% should be applied.

the 'Sedgefield method'
The Modification to Table 9 shows that the supply is 4.46 years, thus the Plan is unsound not being
'justified' or 'consistent with national policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan MM026, and consequent changes
The 'early review' commitment should be reintroduced into Policy S9 by the following amendment
Irrespective of the above criteria, the Plan will be urgently reviewed, not least to reflect the
need for higher housing numbers to reach the stage of another Submitted Plan (currently
Regulation 22) within 2 years of the adoption of this Plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: In response to overall housing numbers (MM001, 002, 003, 010) breaking the link between
what are low housing numbers with the commitment for an 'early review' is unsound (NPPF
2012 para 182 'justified', 'consistent with national policy').
A Plan based on maintaining that link could only be sound if the early Review was a
commitment.
The reason for this change is the administrative inconvenience of the abolition of AVDC and
its replacement Buckinghamshire Council from April 2020. This is not significant reason to
change 'early' to '5 years from adoption'

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: For consistency with the representations to MM035 the Consortium recommends that the text at paragraph 4.7 should 
confirm that the homes allocated in at Aylesbury also represents a minimum and accurately reflects the capacity of D-
AGT1 to accommodate around 1,600 homes (i.e. increasing the figure of 3,539 by 600 units).

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Comments with paragraph reference:

Background

I notice that the unit of measurement used throughout the report is metric i.e. Kilometres and sqm
 
Given that all road signs are in miles and very few of the public reading this document use metric I think it would be 
useful if distances were given in miles (imperial) as well as metric.

Some of my comments are duplicated as some of the VALP statements overlap.

1.15  The report says the indicative target for convenience floor space is 6,980 sqm in Aylesbury town  centre by 2033. 
 Given the increase in the town's population over the past 10 years, vacant shop floor space has  increased. This is 
particularly true with Vale Retail Park, Friars' Square and Hale Leys. With the  increase in on-line shopping I would say 
that this figure is optimistic.

Strategic Delivery 

4.17  The report says 'to continue to grow the town successfully, key transport issues need addressing  including 
tackling congestion, managing demand, enhancing access, increasing active travel and
 enhancing public transport in Aylesbury'. 
 One key issue is the completion of the ring road. This is reliant on HS2 and the developers. Two key  parts of the ring 
road are missing and are unlikely to be built. These are a link road north from A413 to  the A418 and west from the 
A418 to Berryfields on the A41. In addition the ring Roads are not  conformal dual carriage way but a mixture of 
carriageways.

4.18  The Aylesbury Transport Strategy says it wants to - 
 * Improve transport access and movement to the town centre.
  From the south there are only two ways into Aylesbury. One is Tring Road and the other is Walton  gyratory. There is 
no mention on how these two pinch points can be overcome. The chance of widening  lower High Street by compulsory 
purchase has been lost as overdevelopment has taken place right up  to the pavement edge. 
 * Minimise the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality.
  This could be contradictory to later statements in the report saying that an increase in the use of the  town centre is 
envisaged to help the economy and help with its vibrancy.
 * Make it easier and more accessible through provision of walking and cycling connections and the
 use of public transport. 
 Cycling is decreasing in the town and walking is only possible from homes within less than a mile of  the centre. Given 
that buses are heavily subsidised and most routes stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still  be used as the primary means of 
access to the town centre. 

4.21  The report says 'In creating a Garden Town, the Plan must include green spaces and natural  environments for  
local communities. Strategic multi-functional green infrastructure assets should be  identified, retained and enhanced, 
including improving connectivity through the development of green
 corridors. Local open spaces should be protected and where possible connected to strategic
 multi-functional green infrastructure networks.
  With the exception of the Canal, green corridors are  not possible into the town centre. If anything any  green space in 
or near to the town centre has been identified elsewhere the report as prime development  land i.e. Thame Road, 
Ardenham Lane and  Friarage Road

4.19 Quoting from the report 'The Aylesbury Transport Strategy builds on previous and currently planned  
improvements to  transport infrastructure. The initial work has identified a list of potential transport  interventions 
Proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan as Proposed to be Modified 70 for Aylesbury  which will enable growth, 
influence travel behaviour and meet the strategic objectives'
 My comments are as follows on the objectives 
 * completing a series of outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre and allow
 public transport priority improvements to take place on the main radial roads closer to the town
 centre, improving public transport journey time reliability. 
 As already mentioned elsewhere in my comments this wish is entirely dependent on developers and  HS2. Two big 
gaps in the scheme look as though they will never be accomplished.
 * implementing an overarching strategy to connect new developments, with each other, to key
 destinations and to the town centre by active travel and public transport.
  Transport for Bucks are  already making it difficult to connect communities. I would point out a  series of no right turns 
implemented on major routes into the town. i.e.  A4157 Douglas Road into  Stocklake, A418 onto Churchill Avenue
 * considering new ways to redesign roads within central area of Aylesbury to ensure access for all.
 This is difficult with the A41 running through the town centre and no room for widening. The 20 mph  speed limit within 
the inner ring road is not enforced and Bucks CC policies (street parking) allow free  movement of traffic in so called 
pedestrian areas such as the High Street and Market Square. The idea  to traffic calm Exchange Street is ludicrous and 

Respondent: Cllr Roger King [32774] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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has been spoken about for at least 20 years but never  implemented.

4.30 The report says 'Aylesbury's most valued assets such as the historic old town, conservation areas, the  river 
Thame, the Grand Union Canal and Hartwell House historic park and garden will be protected  and enhanced, allowing 
communities to celebrate their history, their identity and their diversity'.  There is no mention of the River Bearbrook 
which is a great underused asset running through the town  centre, most of which cannot be seen. This is probably 
because the plan is to culvert it for more  development. 
 'The growth will be planned in a way which minimises the need to travel by private car, with more and  more people 
choosing to walk, cycle or use public transport through integrated forward looking and  accessible transport options 
which supports economic prosperity and wellbeing for residents. Traffic  growth will be managed to control congestion'.
  I have mentioned this elsewhere but will repeat my comments. Cycling is decreasing in the town and  walking is only 
possible from homes within less than  a mile of the centre. Given that buses are heavily  subsidised and most routes 
stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still be used as the primary means of access  to the town centre. 
 * All residents will feel a strong sense of distinctive local identity as part of the garden community of  Aylesbury Garden 
Town, including residents and visitors to its attractive and functioning centre.
 This is a major task for an incoming council. Over 15% of Aylesbury's population are from other  ethnic origins. Very 
few participate in the leisure activities in the town be it theatre, cinema,  restaurants, pubs or the arts centre. This 
statement is a meaningless  just to be politically correct. 

4.209  The report makes a number of statements relating to Aylesbury Town Centre. 'Market Square, Walton  Street 
and Friars Square. Make more of the area's presence as a key retail, catering and leisure hub.  Town centre policies to 
support proposals for retail and other main town centre uses, provided they are  in accordance with the vision and aims 
for the town centre Kingsbury (including George Street and  Pebble Lane)'. 
 At present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Ling Lionel

 Create a more attractive environment for residents, visitors and businesses and improve it as the  gateway to the Old 
Town. Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving
 the quality of the town centre Aylesbury Old Town (the historic quarter). Preserve and enhance this  residential area as 
a key part of the town's heritage and culture offer and improve its links with the rest  of the town centre, in keeping with 
its conservation area status Heritage assets policy to ensure these
 are properly considered when assessing development proposals. 
 I very much support this initiative but it needs to be carried through. The hidden gem of the old town  has been 
neglected for too long. i) Poor surfaces, cobbles and brick sets tarmacked over by utility  companies, bad potholes. ii) 
Poorly placed  traffic signage iii) pedestrian areas are not safe and are not  policed. Traffic ignore speed restrictions 
and one way streets.

 Gateway South (railway and bus stations) Improve the railway and bus stations as key arrival points  and improve their 
connection with the rest of the town centre. Allocation of area for comprehensive
 redevelopment (as shown on the policies map) including co-locating the bus and railway stations to  create a public 
transport interchange.
  By far this is the daftest idea in the town centre plan. Firstly the bus station in its present form brings  passengers 
directly into the heart of the town. The new scheme would add a physical barrier in the A41  in order to get to the town 
centre. Older visitors to the town centre would not want to walk that  distance. Morrison's is a much used supermarket 
particularly for the residents across the Bourg bridge  in Southcourt. The demolition of the supermarket would deplete 
the shopping offer in the town centre,  something VALP says it wants to enhance. This idea should be depleted from 
VALP along with the  demolition of the Friars Square car park. 

 Upper and middle High street Create a more attractive retail environment (especially in middle
 High Street), improve connections between upper High Street and Exchange Street, ensure both upper
 and middle High Street are part of the retail circuit and flow with the rest of the town centre. 
 I oppose the demolition of the former Granada cinema/Gals bingo hall. This should be made a central  feature of the 
generation of the High Street

 Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving the quality of the town  centre, including 
improvements for pedestrian access Cambridge Street, Buckingham Street and New  Street. Cambridge Street: 
Improve the quality and attractiveness of the whole area, the continuity of  active frontages along Cambridge Street and 
the appeal of Cambridge Street to independent shops.
 I applaud this idea, although it is not a new ambition. Bucks County Council have introduced parking  in Cambridge 
Street as a money making machine. There has never been a will to have a fully  pedestrianized area in the town centre 
or the will to enforce it. Active frontages would need fair  landlords and the enforcement of AVDC's own shop front 
policy.

 Buckingham Street and New Street: Improve the physical environment, reduce dominance of the car  and integrate the 
area more fully into the rest of the town centre and the retail Town centre policies to  support proposals for retail, public 
realm improvements and improving the quality of the town centre,  including improvements for pedestrian access.
  Buckingham Street once had an avenue of trees. As each one has been felled through one reason or  another they 
have never been replaced. Until Bucks CC or the new Unitary changes its policy of a  dislike for trees the town centre 
will lose more trees. Reasons given by Bucks CC include, leaf fall  hazard, cost of clearing up leaves, utility cables and 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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loss of parking spaces.

 Break down the concrete barrier of the inner ring road and improve links and accessibility from the  rest of the town 
centre to Aylesbury Waterside Theatre, Aqua Vale Leisure Centre, Vale Park and the  retail parks.  
 Given that the inner ring road are trunk routes, A41, A413 & A418 I don't see how this can be  achieved. Traffic is 
already gridlocked on these roads and adding pedestrians into the mix will only  make things worse. The mixed use 
areas at the top of Great Western Street and at the Bourg bridge  crossing of the A41 are an accident waiting to 
happen.
 
6.1 & 5 Employment and the Protection of key employment sites
  The report says 'The vision for the Plan in relation to employment is to ensure the availability of a  diverse and flexible 
range of employment opportunities for new and existing businesses, which match  the expectations for employment 
growth in the district. To support this, there is a need to maintain
 a flexible supply of employment land and premises. This includes making the best use of
 existing employment land and premises by retaining the most suitable sites and encouraging
 their refurbishment and renovation where necessary.' 
 Your own published data says the 2011 Census shows that 35,025 residents commute out of the district  to work 
(predominantly to areas just outside the district, but also further afield such as London), yet  office space in the town 
centre has almost  disappeared where office blocks have been converted to  residential. The Economic Development 
Team at AVDC have said that there is a shortage of office  space in and near to the town centre and supports the 
growth in office space in the local economy. Yet  they did nothing to stop the demolition of Derby House in Wendover 
Road or the conversion of small  and large offices blocks in Walton Street, Buckingham Street and Oxford Road. The 
loss of  employment space not only loses trade for shops in the week-day but also increases car journeys out of  town.

Primary shopping frontages

6.22 6.23 The council recognises the importance of the retail role of primary shopping frontages, and of having  a mix 
of uses within Aylesbury town centre, and says it will to ensure that A1 (shops) continue to  predominate while allowing 
some provision of A3 (restaurants and cafes) and A2 uses, provided the  overall mix of uses is considered acceptable. 
Whilst I applaud this approach as I have said previously
 at present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Long Lionel

E7 Tourism development
The plan says 'The council will promote a growing, sustainable tourism sector, and will support
proposals. Proposals for new or expanded tourism, visitor or leisure facilities will be supported
within or adjacent to settlements'. I would suggest reinstating a tourist office in Aylesbury and providing  decent stop 
offs and parking for coaches.

Heritage assets
VALP declares 'The historic environment is an asset of great cultural, social, economic 8.1 and environmental value. It 
contributes significantly to our quality of life and to the character of the district, representing
a non-renewable resource that once lost is gone forever' Yet in Aylesbury looking after the assets including listed 
buildings is poor. AVDC have only paid lip service in the pretence of protecting historic areas, conservation areas and 
listed buildings. Some examples:
i)  The civic group of buildings in Market Square including the old courts has been spoilt by adjacent over development 
of Friars Square with the garish frontage of the Metro bank.
ii) Taxis continue to use Market Square as a rank, hence spoiling the look of the conservation area and the listed civic 
buildings. . Bucks CC in the pursuit of income do not want to lose valuable meter parking. 
iii) The splendid Grade 2 listed Ardenham House in Oxford Road is spoilt by adjacent businesses, parking uncaring 
tenants and owners and the promise in VALP of future development nearby
iv) The grade 2 listed Walton Mill house continues to rot.

Conservation areas, listed buildings
8.10  VALP says 'Conservation areas are areas of special historic or architectural interest, the special  character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance. Conservation areas are  locally designated heritage assets. 
Conservation areas are designated by Aylesbury Vale District
 Council, according to strategy set out in the AVDC Conservation Areas Supplementary Planning
 Document (adopted March 2011)'.  
 Again just lip service. Aylesbury's 3 conservation areas continue to be spoilt by dustbins on show, poor  pavement and 
road surfaces, temporary signage such as adverts on Byron House railings in Wendover  Road and estate agent for 
sale boards and the abundance of weeds everywhere in the summer.

Registered historic parks and gardens & Scheduled monuments

I note that there I no mention of Quarrendon Leas on periphery of Aylesbury, owned and managed by Buckinghamshire 
Conservation Trust

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Heritage at Risk

8.38  The report says 'Investing in historic buildings can have a direct impact on the quality of life of  residents. Many 
buildings at risk have a rich historic legacy and contribute to local identity. The repair  and refurbishment of declining 
and/or derelict historic buildings can often be a catalyst in
 encouraging confidence and investment in an area. 
8.39  Wherever practicable the council will support endeavours to repair and reuse
 heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance and to provide long-term viable
 uses for buildings and structures that are vacant and at risk through cooperation with owners
 and Historic England. 
 AVDC's record of protecting assets is poor and again the comments above need  to be implemented.  We have lost in 
the past 30 years many historic unlisted buildings. These include Duck Cottages in  Green end, Oxford Road Mill, old 
police station in Walton Street, cattle market auction rings,  electricity showrooms in Exchange Street to name just a 
few.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Protected sites

9.56  VALP states 'Where tree loss is unavoidable, they should be replaced with suitable new planting,  either within the 
site or in the locality if this is more appropriate. Replacement planting should, as a
 minimum, be of commensurate value to that which is lost Development can make a positive
 contribution to the tree and hedgerow resource in the locality through new planting or the
 restoration and improved management of existing features. New plantings should endeavour
 to link up fragmented areas of existing woodland.' 
 Aylesbury continues to lose trees on important sites and they are not replaced. Where developments  have specified 
that tree planting should be carried out as screening, there is no enforcement id not  carried out.

My main interest has been focused on Aylesbury and particularly the town centre. There is much to commend the 
report but also much is repeated. It seems to me that authors of the report have no empathy with the town and possibly 
do not live in the town. There is no talk on how any of the plans and schemes will be funded.  I await with some 
enthusiasm. 

Cllr Roger King 

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: 4.21 The report says 'In creating a Garden Town, the Plan must include green spaces and natural environments for  
local communities. Strategic multi-functional green infrastructure assets should be identified, retained and enhanced, 
including improving connectivity through the development of green corridors. Local open spaces should be protected 
and where possible connected to strategic
multi-functional green infrastructure networks.
With the exception of the Canal, green corridors are  not possible into the town centre. If anything any green space in 
or near to the town centre has been identified elsewhere the report as prime development land i.e. Thame Road, 
Ardenham Lane and Friarage Road

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

RJK submission on VALP redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Good morning,
I am writing to express 2 major concerns in relation to the proposed modifications of the VALP.
The plan proposes many amny new houses but does not address the chronic road problems already being faced in and 
around Aylesbury. Clearly more house will mean more cars on the roads - the roads are already over capacity with 
gridlock a regular occurence when roadworks, a breakdown or an accident occur.It is vital that the road issues are 
addressed beofre adding to them.
In addition parts of the proposals are dependant on the building of HS2. This project has no actually been given the 
offical go ahead as yet so how can you plan be dependant on something that is not definitely happening?
I hope my comments will be taken into account.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The plan proposes many amny new houses but does not address the chronic road problems already being faced in and 
around Aylesbury. Clearly more house will mean more cars on the roads.
In addition parts of the proposals are dependant on the building of HS2. This project has no actually been given the 
offical go ahead as yet so how can you plan be dependant on something that is not definitely happening? (officer 
summary)

Respondent: Penny Miles [28615] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: Despite this amended trajectory, the District's housing supply retains a considerable reliance on the timely delivery of 
these larger sites, with "Aylesbury Garden Town the focus for the majority of the district's growth." As outlined within 
MM031, "Aylesbury will deliver at least 16,586 new homes" and, whilst a number of these have been delivered or are 
already committed, a new supply requirement of 3,539 homes is attributed to Aylesbury within the Plan. It is unclear 
how this value, as amended from 7,810 homes to 3,539 homes by MM031, is derived. Rather, Bovis Homes contend 
that 6,942 houses will need to be delivered through a new supply of uncommitted sites (i.e. sites without planning 
permission and as yet unallocated) within Aylesbury.

Notwithstanding this, the modified Local Plan outlines that six major sites are allocated for development within the 
VALP (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6), with 10,732 dwellings to be delivered at the six developments between 2018 and 2033 
(taking into consideration Main Modifications MM035 to MM061). This represents a considerable concentration of 
development at Aylesbury Garden Town over the next fourteen years.

This reliance on large developments in a single settlement fails to reflect that larger sites frequently stall during the 
course of their development. The Letwin Review of Build Out (Final Report, October 2018) succinctly captures the 
reasons for the reduction of build out rates on larger sites such as those proposed within allocations D-AGT1 to D-
AGT6). Letwin outlines that inefficient delivery of transport and utilities infrastructure is often responsible for delays 
before the build-out period could begin. This could represent a significant constraint within the delivery of the numerous 
large sites on the peripheries of Aylesbury Garden Town, given that considerable infrastructure provision is required to 
support the delivery of housing in these locations. For example,, South Aylesbury (AGT1) is reliant on the provision of 
the Aylesbury South East Link Road, South West Aylesbury (AGT2) is reliant on the South West Link Road and 
numerous junction improvements, Aylesbury North of A41 (AGT3) requires provision of a Strategic Link Road 
connecting with the ELR (N) and A41 Aston Clinton Road, and Aylesbury South of A41 is dependent on the Eastern 
Link Road. 

Once the initial pre-commencement / infrastructural issues have been overcome, Letwin also discusses the impact of 
the absorption rate on build out rate. The report concludes that "the homogeneity of the types and tenures of the homes 
on offer on these sites, and the limits on the rate at which the market will absorb such homogenous products, are the 
fundamental drivers of the slow rate of build out" (paragraph 1.7). This is particularly prevalent given the sheer 
concentration of new housing to the settlement of Aylesbury. Evidently, a considerable number of dwellings will be 
expected to be delivered in the Garden Town at the same time and, in reflection of the findings of the Letwin Report, 
the release of these units onto the open market could effectively flood the market. Given that absorption of properties 
onto the market can stall individual sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement where six allocations, 
made up of a number of sites, are delivering 10,732 dwellings within the plan period. 

That is not to say, however, that the VALP should reduce its reliance on large sites within the VALP. Rather, the Letwin 
Report concludes; "we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and on large sites" (paragraph 
1.8 (b)). The importance of small and medium sized sites in maintaining a regular supply of deliverable housing is 
outlined within the NPPF, with paragraph 68 stating that "small and medium sized sites can make an important 
contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively quickly." As such, local 
planning authorities should strive for "the development of a good mix of sites" that would include development at sites 
such as Land at Creslow Lane, Stone. This site could deliver up to 65 dwellings, providing flexibility within Aylesbury 
Vale's housing supply to meet what is a considerable housing requirement.

Furthermore, provision of housing through small to medium sites that would deliver quickly would go some way to 
meeting the previous shortfall within the District. Main Modification MM024 highlights that the best part of 7 years of the 
plan period will have passed by the time that the plan is adopted. Based on the uplifted housing requirements as 
outlined in MM003, 10,010 total completions will be required to account for this period. MM027 outlines that there have 
been just 3,790 completions between 2013 and the current date, with MM024 stating that "the delivery in these years, 
whilst significantly higher than delivery rates previously, has cumulatively fallen short of this target."

Change to Plan None specific to MM031 - changes proposed in relation to other specific modifications to address failure to allocate 
sufficient sites to meet housing needs over the plan period.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The modified Local Plan identifies six major sites allocated for development (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6), with 10,732 
dwellings to be delivered between 2018 and 2033 (taking into consideration Main Modifications MM035 to MM061). 
This represents a considerable concentration of development at Aylesbury Garden Town over the next fourteen years. 
This reliance on large developments in a single settlement fails to reflect that larger sites frequently stall during the 
course of their development. As such, local planning authorities should strive for "the development of a good mix of 
sites" that would include development at sites such as Land at Creslow Lane, Stone.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The number or houses in the VALP has increased to at least 16,586, resulting in increases for the larger developments. 
By now having a minimum figure, there will be pressure from developers to build in excess of these figures, resulting in 
even more loss of countryside, increased transport problems and increased pressure on services. 

With regard to sustainable transport (point "f"), the bus network in and around Aylesbury is very unreliable currently. 
How can B.C.C. ensure that commercial companies can improve, let alone extend, the bus services?

There has been no updated transport assessment based on the increased housing numbers.

Change to Plan Reduce the housing numbers to the original figures as the maximum required.

An updated transport assessment needs to be conducted so that the VALP really does "meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements".

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: The number or houses in the VALP has increased to at least 16,586, resulting in increases for the larger developments. 
By now having a minimum figure, there will be pressure from developers to build in excess of these figures, resulting in 
even more loss of countryside, increased transport problems and increased pressure on services. 

With regard to sustainable transport (point "f"), the bus network in and around Aylesbury is very unreliable currently. 
How can B.C.C. ensure that commercial companies can improve, let alone extend, the bus services?

There has been no updated transport assessment based on the increased housing numbers.

Respondent: Mrs Stephanie Schneider [29055] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: From my daily conversations on the subject with friends and neighbours, I believe the residents of Aylesbury Town are 
frustrated almost to the point of revolution by the current appalling daily traffic congestion and regular gridlock 
throughout the town.

The original Local Plan miserably failed to provide a credible solution to the increase in road traffic that the massive 
housing increase will create. I see that the modifications to the plan now increases the planned number of houses to be 
built with no improvement whatsoever to the transport infrastructure plan.

D-AGT1 now promises at least 1000 houses, not around 1000.
D-AGT2 increases to at least 1590.
D-AGT3 increases to at least 1757.
D-AGT4 increases to at least 3358.

This is a 5.5% increase in numbers and caveated by "at least". Perhaps the numbers may be doubled and still meet the 
criterion of "at least" and undoubtedly there would still be no improvement to the traffic management proposals.

I fell that you must live and sleep in your building because if you move around the town almost at any time of the day, 
but particularly early morning and at school closing time the traffic is stuck. Traffic queueing on the A41 bypass from 
the Arla junction, all the way into and through the town. Traffic queueing on Oakfield Road waiting to get to the traffic 
lights at the Horse and Jockey to go up the Buckingham road. Traffic queuing at 7.00 from the Bucks Yeoman to exit 
from Bedgrove onto the Wendover road. 30 minutes to travel from Parton Road to Stoke Mandeville station at 7.10 in 
the morning. It is currently hopeless and your housing proposals will make it even worse were such a thing be possible.

The words in the modifications to the plan are frankly laughable. To say you plan effectively for the traffic is fantasy. 
Where is the proof based on the latest developments? It is a disaster.

"We seek to meet objectively assessed development and Infrastructure requirements" is loud sounding nothing. Where 
is the track record? Why should anyone believe such cant when all the latest developments have led to traffic gridlock 
at certain times of the day.

My recommendation is that you implement a properly thought out integrated traffic strategy that not only cures all the 
current issues, but provides capacity for significant growth. Then build the houses. Please have the intelligence to put 
the horse before the cart for all our sakes.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The original Local Plan miserably failed to provide a credible solution to the increase in road traffic that the massive 
housing increase will create. I see that the modifications to the plan now increases the planned number of houses to be 
built with no improvement whatsoever to the transport infrastructure plan.

Respondent: James Brokenbrow [32873] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3214 - 32874 - MM031 - None

3214 Object

MM031VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Still it seems that AVDC have not grasped the nettle with the proposed
Modifications to the VALP.

For instance, why have they not taken into account the Oxford - Cambridge
Expressway.
The major road infrastructure project has not been fully taken into their plans
at this stage having been deleted from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from 
the list of major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para3.39),
They state that (para3.81) they may only potentially consider this at some time 
in the future.
They have deleted their declared support for this project (modified policy T3
at para7.21)
In my view this project if it were to become reality would alleviate the necessity
to develop Aylesbury and surrounding districts to the extent that we now see in the new Modified Plans.
I cannot see that AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning has any 
merit at all, it is muddled, particularly when considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
HOUSING NUMBERS
The modified plan suggests that housing numbers for several large developments have increased .
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields, which affects me more directly, suggests that the numbers have increased from 3,111 to 
3,358.
The phrase " at least" suggests to me that this is the minimum number proposed.
This when considered along with D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and D-HAL003
means a minimum of 8,705 properties.
When you take that figure and add it on to the Kingsbrook Estate (2,350) and the new Aston Reach development 
(1,400) and alll the other smaller developments that have/are taking place then the East/South/South East of Aylesbury 
is looking at a minimum of 13,000 new homes.
The road infrastructure required to cope with all the extra traffic has not been adequately assessed and the proposed 
new road network is badly thought through,
The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested and is frequently at tipping point.
The Plan however shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.
Just one incident in the town or surrounding area is enough to bring gridlock to the road network which has happened in 
the past.
HS2
The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependant on the delivery of HS2 (para4,41) 
As yet no decision to this project has been taken. The Plan therefore cannot be approved until that final decision.
Should approval for HS2 to go ahead not be given after the "Oakervee" review,
then how is this going to impact on the area D-AGT2. Who will pay for all the necessary infrastructure needed if any 
one at all and would this mean the development in this area is frozen until further notice.
AVDC and BCC's ability to fund their desired road system is at risk as they have not positively prepared for such a 
outcome.
In summary, AVDC and BCC need to rethink the whole future development of Aylesbury and district as what they are 
proposing in the "Modified Plan" does not make sense.
Regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The modified plan suggests that housing numbers for several large developments have increased .
The phrase " at least" suggests to me that this is the minimum number proposed.
means a minimum of 8,705 properties.
With commitments the East/South/South East of Aylesbury is looking at a minimum of 13,000 new homes.
The road infrastructure required to cope with all the extra traffic has not been adequately assessed and the proposed 
new road network is badly thought through,
The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested and is frequently at tipping point.
No evidence of any updated transport assessment (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Ian Reading [32874] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Consortium support the principle of increasing the overall housing requirement for Aylesbury over the plan period, 
and that this is now confirmed as a minimum requirement.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The Consortium objects to the requirement for a specifically prepared AGT-1 Masterplan SPD. It introduces an 
unnecessary layer of planning policy. An SPD would not be justified as it does not represent a proportionate evidence 
base for the delivery of a proposed site allocation and would not be effective or positively prepared as it would serve to 
delay 
housing delivery. As set out in the full representation, nor would it be consistent with national policy as it would not be 
required to aid the delivery of infrastructure or help applicants make successful applications.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3398 - 29535 - MM031 - i, ii, iii, iv

3398 Object

MM031VALP Main Modifications

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan Policy D1 should be amended to
* to cross refer to and require the delivery of the key infrastructure measures listed in T3;
* to confirm that developer contributions will be required to all T3 Aylesbury Infrastructure requirements;
* that such developer contributions will be required to be secured from existing allocations and through co-operation 
and enabling development with and in respect of land associated with the delivery of the North East Link Road. To this 
end specific reference should be made in D1 to site BIE as having the potential to progress the delivery of the North 
East Link Road.
A modest high quality allocation on a part of BIE021 would provide a delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road.
A modification to the Policies Map for Aylesbury to include an indicative route for the North East Link - along with the 
other 9 links listed in T3 and shown on the Policies Map.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 November 2019 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
We would like to thank you for taking many of our comments from previous consultations on board. 
Natural England is of the opinion that as it stands this Local Plan does not meet all of the tests of soundness. Natural 
England's primary concerns centre around Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity, as well as some of the new 
wording regarding Green Infrastructure. 
Once this is addressed we would be happy to review our advice with regards to soundness of the plan. 
We have also included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes 
concerned with wording of certain policies. 
QUESTIONS OF SOUNDNESS 
Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. In particular; 
* In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as 
well as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170. 
* In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

* In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 
*  In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 
* In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Unsound on the basis that it is ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
Green Infrastructure (p.256) and Policy I1 
In addition to the below comments on Green Infrastructure (GI), we are also supportive of the Buckinghamshire and 
Milton Keynes NEP's additional representations on reinstating support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles 2016 
document. 
Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions and practice of GI - 
including but not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, 
ANGSt guidance of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (2011) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. 
Inclusion of areas of hardstanding as 'green infrastructure' will lead to GI requirements being fulfilled without any sign of 
real green space. It will allow interpretation of the policy to lead to less green areas being provided, and therefore less 
ecosystem and natural capital services brought forward. 
Further to the above, the inclusion of transport links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is 
similarly incompatible with generally accepted definitions of GI. Natural England recognises that these routes could 
have the potential to provide GI connectivity, through such measures as tree or hedge planting along the route, but are 
not generally considered GI in their own right. 
Unsound on the basis that the modifications are unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats. 
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife. 
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 

Respondent: Natural England (Eleanor  Sweet-Escott) [32512] Agent: N/A
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conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1. 
Site Allocations 
Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. In order to comply with the NPPF, 
para. 175, 'if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused'. The NPPF also stresses the 
importance (para 171) of taking a 'strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 
infrastructure'. By including the words 'where practicable' you allow for the possibly of destruction of priority habitats 
and the loss of biodiversity. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. Unless you know there is mitigation required, then remove 
the 'as required'. The discrepancy on how biodiversity is considered between site allocations is currently inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170 and Policy NE1. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Natural England provided a response on 3rd June 2019 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment. 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me at eleanor.sweet-
escott@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Eleanor Sweet-Escott 
Lead Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent Team

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 
conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: Aylesbury Vale District Council Local Plan Examination
Main Modifications
I am a former Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) cabinet member and local
District Councillor for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. I
founded the Hampden Fields Action Group in 2011 and continue to be an active
member (I fully support the HFAG submission to you). As such I have taken a
very active interest in the development of the various iterations of Aylesbury
Plan for the past ten years as far back as the South East Plan which was made
defunct in 2010. I came before you during your 2018 public hearings into the
VALP regarding AGT3 and the Transport Strategy.
I would like to make the following points in consideration of the Main
Modifications proposed by AVDC which I hope will assist in drawing together
some key elements.
Countywide Model
This model has been significantly criticised from at least five different
independent sources. Those independent assessments have been made by:
1. Transport Planning Practice, an Independent Transport Consultancy
with expertise in modelling, especially Mr David Thompson who
appeared before you on 20th July 2018 and has revisited the VALP
since the publication of the Main Modifications;
2. Mouchel Ltd on behalf of Highways England in correspondence to
BCC obtained under Freedom of Information (attached to this
letter);
3. Milton Keynes Council in a letter to the Inspector dated 16th
December regarding the VALP main modifications (obtained from
Milton Keynes public records);
4. Aecom itself, BCC's own transport consultants in correspondence to
BCC and contained within supporting VALP documentation
5. Dr Cullen Riley in documentation on behalf of La Salle LLP and to
the public hearing meeting of 20th July 2018
I will not repeat those very clear and consistent criticisms here but it must now
be clear that the model is not suitable for the purposes it is being used for. We
all understand that in some circumstances these limitations may be overcome
and a non webTAG compliant model can be used for some Local Plans. However,
in the case of the VALP, where such significant infrastructure requirements are
proposed, the approach is unsound. NPPG Guidance "Transport Evidence Bases
in Plan Making" published 13th March 2015 makes it very clear on this specific
point:
"How is the WebTAG approach useful in the transport assessment
of the Local Plan?
An assessment should adopt the principles of WebTAG by assessing the
potential impacts of development within the framework of WebTAG
objectives. For most Local Plan assessments the full methodology
recommended will not be appropriate. The Highways Agency's Project
Appraisal Report System may provide some useful guidance on methods
more appropriate in these cases. Assessments involving major new
transport infrastructure should, however, employ the methods set out in
WebTAG."
It is common ground that the VALP contains "major new transport infrastructure"
including roads that have been deemed "essential" in order to be built on Level 3
floodplain. The argument that the Countywide Model is "based on WebTAG
principles" fundamentally fails to acknowledge this guidance when taken as a
whole, the significant and vast underperformance of this model within the Local
Market Validation Report and the margin of non-compliance is significant i.e.
screenline and journey time validation among many others.
In addition, it is not in dispute that the base model is now six years out of date.
Aylesbury has undergone significant underlaying traffic growth since that time and
the model underperforms in key areas where major development is proposed, e.g.
Halton/Wendover.
The model needs to be updated, WebTAG compliance achieved and new model
runs presented to the public and the Inspector.
Aylesbury Transport Model (ATM)
In some circumstances, weaknesses in the broad countywide models may be
overcome by more local, WebTAG compliant models which focus on a specific area
or town. In such a situation, the more detailed local model could be relied on to
'bridge gaps' in the broader model. In the case of the VALP no such models exist.
The Aylesbury Transport Model has only been validated for one small section of

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3423 - 28889 - MM031 - None

3423 Object

MM031VALP Main Modifications

the town (the Eastern section) yet it is being used to justify the Aylesbury
Transport strategy and significant housing growth not only around the town. Such
an approach cannot be justified.
The Inspector will be aware that a WebTAG compliant model must be in place
before any public money will be invested. That means the ATM must be in the
process of being updated or certainly should be. Why have any new or updated
model runs/outputs not been released to the public and the Inspector?
Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has now become part of the VALP. There is no
evidence that is before the public or the inspector that the ATS can be justified.
The premise of cross-town commuting is assumed in the ATS but no supporting
evidence exists beyond one Origin and Destinations survey from 2014. This 'myth'
has been passed on and amplified by BCC and AVDC in various documents as far
back as the 2001 Aylesbury Land Use and Transport Strategy (ALUTS). No
"reasonable alternative" has been considered from the outset.
The Inspector will note that it appears the VALP no longer relies on Bucks
County Council's (BCC) flagship Transport policy Local Transport Plan 4
(LTP4). At paragraph 46 of the interim findings the Inspector stated "The
Buckinghamshire Local Transport Plan 4 is not even part of the evidence base for
VALP". In the main modifications document all reference to LTP4 has been
removed. It appears BCC have no confidence in a document relied on previously
to support the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and VALP.
At the Public Hearing on 20th July 2018 the BCC representative reassured the
hearing that the "latest data shows that it [cross town commuting] is significant".
I noted the use of the present tense to suggest that such data was already at an
advanced stage of preparedness - why else would the BCC representative have
made such a claim? Nearly 18 months on, again I cannot find any updates released
to the public or to the Inspector.
Thus, there remains no documented evidence before the Inspector to demonstrate
that the Aylesbury Transport Strategy has been positively prepared or will be
effective. Additionally, there appears not to have been any consideration of
reasonable alternatives, which means that the plan cannot be justified.
Road Alignments
At paragraph 50 of the Inspector's Interim findings he states:
"If, in the modifications which the Council should prepare in
response to my recommendations, it is decided to show what could
be interpreted as a precise alignment, the Council will need to bear
in mind NPPF paragraph 152. This advises that significant impacts
on any of the dimensions of sustainable development should be
avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or
eliminate such impacts should be pursued."
I cannot be sure what the Council's position is regarding this point. It appears
not to have been addressed. It is clear from specific planning applications
relating to AGT3 (AVDC reference 16/1040/AOP) and AGT4 (AVDC ref
16/0424/AOP) that for the ELR(S) and the Southern Link Road the road
alignments in VALP are those already approved at Committee by the Council as
exact alignments. Reasonable alternatives, including those that would have a
lesser impact on the flood plain, have not been considered. (The inspector may
want to refer back to Hampden Fields Action Group's evidence on what they and
I regard as inadequate sequential testing).
Deliverability
Like others I remain concerned about the 'book end' approach to costing of
major infrastructure projects which plan to be delivered in such a short
timescale. Even if we were to accept the Countywide model in its entirety we
know from the model runs that all the infrastructure contained in Run 2 is
required for what they believe to be adequate mitigation. What is clear is that if
any part of that infrastructure fails to come forward the whole strategy fails.
Of particular concern are the inconsistencies in what is claimed in delivery times
for critical infrastructure which directly conflicts with already published draft
s106 documents for both AGT4 (specifically planning app 16/00424) and AGT3
(specifically planning app 16/01040). Detail is within the submission from HFAG.
Both North East Aylesbury Link Road (NEALR) and the Western Link Road (WLR)
are now claimed to be deliverable within the plan period when previously they
were not. According to page 92 of the Main Modifications document the NEALR
is to be funded by the "Oxford to Cambridge Expressway". This statement
appears to lack any publicly documented evidential base given the preferred
route alignment announced by the Government. Whilst it is stated that the
Western Link Road is "likely to require grants e.g. DfT.".
BCC have applied for a Housing Infrastructure Fund grant which, according to
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the BCC Cabinet papers from February 2019, they anticipated getting approval
for in June 2019 but no such funding has been announced, possibly because of
the lack of a webTAG compliant basis for the request.
Even in the most optimistic case that the grant is given in full it remains unclear
that the infrastructure mitigation costs can be covered, let alone delivered on
time. Accordingly this section of the plan is not positively prepared.
What must be done to make the VALP sound?
1. A webTAG compliant model must be developed using 2019 (or 2020) as
the base year including up to date actual traffic counts. It must accurately
reflect the current situation on the Aylesbury network as it is required to
by NPPG. It must be fully validated given the infrastructure requirements
of the plan.
2. New model runs must be completed and made available to the public for
scrutiny.
3. Alternative road infrastructure should be considered within the updated
model runs.
4. Alternative alignments that have a lesser impact on the floodplain should
also be considered.
5. It naturally follows that the Aylesbury Transport Strategy should be
revisited in line with points 1-4 above.
6. Funding and timing of key infrastructure needs to be demonstrated to be
deliverable.
I hope this assists the Inspector with his examination. I am very happy to
provide more information should he wish and am willing to attend any Public
hearing should he feel one is necessary.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)

Of particular concern are the inconsistencies in what is claimed in delivery times
for critical infrastructure which directly conflicts with already published draft
s106 documents for both AGT4 (specifically planning app 16/00424) and AGT3
(specifically planning app 16/01040). Detail is within the submission from HFAG.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

PYerby Comments on Main Modifications PDF_Redacted.pdf

Highways-England Mouchel Correspondence to BCC regarding Countywide Modelling.pdf
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The changed wording of sub-para (a) is unclear and offers insufficient detail to guide development, i.e. the meaning of 
the phrase '...communities which support and enhance existing communities'. More clarity and detail are required. It 
would be in keeping with Policy S2 and para 3.22 for this changed wording to acknowledge the composite nature of 
Aylesbury Garden Town and refer directly to the parish communities most affected by the AGT development areas.

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf
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Full Text: See attachments.

Change to Plan Changes Sought
Amend Policy D1 (as modified) as follows:
i. Amend Criterion e to delete the proposed reference to 'local' employment which is not effective and is therefore 
unsound;
ii. Amend Criterion g to state that new garden communities should 'maximise pedestrian and cycle opportunities to 
integrate............';
iii. Amend Criterion g to make it clear that the SPD referred to relates specifically to Site Ref D-AGT1, or simply delete 
this last sentence which is unnecessary given that the need for a masterplan SPD for D-AGT1 is acknowledged 
repeatedly through the VALP as modified;
iv. Amend Criterion h to delete the proposed insertion relevant to BAMV agricultural land, which is not supported by 
national policy and has the potential to undermine proper place-making / masterplanning. Alternatively amend the 
sentence to identify all issues that need to be considered as part of the place-making / masterplanning process;
v. Amend Criterion j to delete the proposed references to matters addressed elsewhere in VALP policies, or to future 
technologies where there is no evidence to support the requirements, or any guidance (existing or reasonably 
foreseeable) to indicate how an applicant or decision-maker should respond - a requirement of paragraph 154 of the 
NPPF (2012).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: We support the revised housing number but object to the following criteria:

Respondent: Gleeson Homes Ltd (Mr Robert Philips) [32946] Agent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MM041 - Gleeson Homes.pdf

MM031 - Gleeson Homes.pdf
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: The Plan lacks forward-looking strategy and vision on
transport. A prime example is the lost opportunity to
integrate the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway and East-West
Rail into the District's transport plans (see also MM008 and
MM031). Nor are the collection of proposed link roads
'strategic', being a mixture of single and dual carriageway
roads with maximum speeds as low as 30mph in some places.
2. Nor is the Plan sustainable as it will lead to increased
traffic congestion on major Primary Public Transport
Corridors and other key points around Aylesbury,
particularly the Walton Street gyratory.
3. As a result, the Plan will not support economic prosperity or
wellbeing as claimed.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan Policy D1 should be amended to
* to cross refer to and require the delivery of the key infrastructure measures listed in T3;
* to confirm that developer contributions will be required to all T3 Aylesbury Infrastructure requirements;
* that such developer contributions will be required to be secured from existing allocations and through co-operation 
and enabling development with and in respect of land associated with the delivery of the North East Link Road. To this 
end specific reference should be made in D1 to site BIE as having the potential to progress the delivery of the North 
East Link Road.
A modest high quality allocation on a part of BIE021 would provide a delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road.
A modification to the Policies Map for Aylesbury to include an indicative route for the North East Link - along with the 
other 9 links listed in T3 and shown on the Policies Map.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) of 
Policy D1. The PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies 
for how these deficiencies will be addressed. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the 
Inspector. It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link 
Road (or for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan D-AGT1 a. should be added to as follows: Provision of land for around at least 1,000 dwellings at a density
that takes account of the adjacent settlement character and identity, integrates new development with the
existing built area of Aylesbury and responds positively to the best characteristics of the surrounding area.
Should it become clear by 2025 that the pre-requisite HS2 infrastructure will not be available to serve the
remaining 875 dwellings of the allocation then the LPA will assume that this development will not be
delivered within the plan period and seek alternatives.
D-AGT1 c. should be worded 'No development shall commence until the dual carriageway
distributor road between B4443 Lower Road and A413 Wendover Road, to cross the railway
line, is available. No vehicular access to or from the South East Aylesbury Link Road (SEALR)
will be permitted to serve the development parcels.
MM033 para 4.35 should be worded: The 125 permitted dwellings are expected to be delivered between
2019 and 2022. The remainder of the site is expected to come forward in the later years of the plan between
2024 and 2033, as it is dependent on the delivery of infrastructure related to the development of HS2. The
Policy makes it clear that if by 2025 the pre-requisite HS2 infrastructure will not be available to serve the
remaining 875 dwellings of the allocation then the LPA will assume that this development will not be
delivered within the plan period and seek alternatives. The AGT1 Masterplan SPD will provide further
guidance and information on phasing expected time of delivery.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: There is therefore vagueness about whether the essential infrastructure can be provided
for AGT1 S Aylesbury and when, which casts would cast doubt on the site's contribution
to housing needs. If the site is to be included in the Plan then provision of essential
infrastructure should be made a requirement in the Policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: The Consortium objects to the stipulation that access should be achieved from Lower Road or Wendover Road.  The 
Consortium do not object to the principle of a coordinated approach to vehicular access and address this in the draft 
Framework Masterplan. There is, however, no justification for the imposition of a moratorium on direct access from the 
SEALR. 
There has been no change in policy, guidance or material circumstances that support any change to this approach or 
policy wording. Furthermore, there is no additional supporting evidence presented by AVDC which seeks to support this 
approach.
See attached Vectos report.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3555 - 32529 - MM032 - None

3555 Object

MM032VALP Main Modifications

alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan Please see comments above

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'

We have taken this opportunity to set out some outstanding concerns and suggested amendments that BCC would like 
to see addressed in the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include revisions to MM275 to address the 
soundness of the modification, additions to MM076 to improve site connectivity and consideration to the compliance 
with the NPPF.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan D-AGT1 a. should be added to as follows: Provision of land for around at least 1,000 dwellings at a density
that takes account of the adjacent settlement character and identity, integrates new development with the
existing built area of Aylesbury and responds positively to the best characteristics of the surrounding area.
Should it become clear by 2025 that the pre-requisite HS2 infrastructure will not be available to serve the
remaining 875 dwellings of the allocation then the LPA will assume that this development will not be
delivered within the plan period and seek alternatives.
D-AGT1 c. should be worded 'No development shall commence until the dual carriageway
distributor road between B4443 Lower Road and A413 Wendover Road, to cross the railway
line, is available. No vehicular access to or from the South East Aylesbury Link Road (SEALR)
will be permitted to serve the development parcels.
MM033 para 4.35 should be worded: The 125 permitted dwellings are expected to be delivered between
2019 and 2022. The remainder of the site is expected to come forward in the later years of the plan between
2024 and 2033, as it is dependent on the delivery of infrastructure related to the development of HS2. The
Policy makes it clear that if by 2025 the pre-requisite HS2 infrastructure will not be available to serve the
remaining 875 dwellings of the allocation then the LPA will assume that this development will not be
delivered within the plan period and seek alternatives. The AGT1 Masterplan SPD will provide further
guidance and information on phasing expected time of delivery.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: There is therefore vagueness about whether the essential infrastructure can be provided
for AGT1 S Aylesbury and when, which casts would cast doubt on the site's contribution
to housing needs. If the site is to be included in the Plan then provision of essential
infrastructure should be made a requirement in the Policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The Consortium objects to the imposition of a restriction on the delivery of housing development until after 2024. There 
is no good planning or sound reason for this. 

MM033 is not accurate in stating that delivery over the remainder of the allocation is dependent on HS2 infrastructure. 
There is no evidence presented by AVDC to support this, there has been no material change in policy or circumstance 
and this has not been raised at any stage in the process before now. 
The suggestion that the AGT-1 SPD would provide guidance on expected time of delivery, oversteps the remit of SPDs.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3319 - 29322 - MM034 - ii

3319 Object

MM034VALP Main Modifications

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB'

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: The Consortium objects to the requirement for a specifically prepared AGT-1 SPD. There is no need for a further layer 
of planning policy regarding site layout and the disposition of land uses. D-AGT1 sets out the site requirements in terms 
of land use, and the [attached] Framework Masterplan clearly demonstrates how the disposition of uses can be 
established to be feasible and not requiring a further plan-making process. Nor is there any need for further planning 
policy or guidance on layout as this is set out in D-AGT1 and should be considered through the planning application 
process.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: AGT1 is a strategically important site, yet, there is considerable uncertainty over its deliverability. VALP proposes to 
deal with this high level of uncertainty and deliverability by in effect delegating future policy to a 'masterplan SPD'. 
SPDs can only supplement policy, meaning that the key policy issues for AGT1 must be dealt with explicitly in the 
development plan. 
The Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan offers another vehicle for policy to be developed. (officer summary)

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
development south west of Stoke Mandeville has been raised from 1550 to at least 1590, Woodlands from around 1660 
to 1757 and Hampden Fields from around 3111 to at least 3358. The Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. Anyone living in Aylesbury knows how congested the 
area is. At peak times the roads are virtually gridlocked. Whenever there is an accident anywhere around Aylesbury the 
whole road network grinds to a halt as witnessed last week when there was an accident by Aylesbury College. To get to 
the town centre from where I live on Hampden Hall took me 40 minutes. In the same week temporary lights on the 
Wendover Road and Bedgrove meant that my husband took 45 minutes to get from the Wendover bypass to home, a 
journey which should take 5 minutes. The congestion is appalling and worsening. I was talking to someone who lives by 
the police station and works at Elm Farm vetinary practice. She can walk to work in 7 minutes. By car this journey takes 
her 20 minutes in the morning. Given the current chaos on the roads I fail to see that anyone who actually lives in 
Aylesbury would feel that the Plan has been positively prepared and seeks to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. Households now invariably 
have a minimum of 2 cars, often more given that children remain at home much longer. Aylesbury will simply grind to a 
halt. I beg someone to wake up to this and see that VALP is flawed. I cannot see why anyone would want to live in 
Aylesbury when the traffic is so bad now. A Plan that shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment yet an 
increase in housing numbers should not go unchallenged. I challenge those responsible for looking at the Modified Plan 
to visit Aylesbury at rush hour times. If they did that and then allowed this Modified Plan to be sanctioned when it fails 
to provide any updated transport assessment I would have to assume that the world has gone made. Aylesbury will 
have housing but no one will want to live here because the road network will simply collapse under the pressure.

Joanna Shepherd, Weston Turville, (who already cannot get out onto the Wendover Road in the morning unless 
someone lets her into the stream of solid traffic)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. The 
congestion is appalling and worsening.  To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. (officer summary)

Respondent: Ms Joanna Shepherd [28438] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have
been raised.  
.D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has
been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
.D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at
least 1,590".
.D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
.D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least
3358"
.D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least
1,000"

I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The
roads are already over-congested, and the plans do nothing which will solve
this. In addition, the continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of
communities close to Aylesbury is being lost.

I do not agree that this plan, as modified, " seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements". Infrastructure is
already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this
plan will make it worse.

Best Regards
Andrew Burnett

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised.  
D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The roads are already over-congested. the 
continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of communities close to Aylesbury is being lost. 
Infrastructure is already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this plan will make it worse. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

HS2

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed development and infra 
structure requirements.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

Respondent: Mr Richard Makepeace [28660] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

HS2 

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation now or in the future and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed 
development and infra structure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

Respondent: Susan Makepeace [30688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2887 - 30623 - MM035 - None

2887 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sirs
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. 

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590". 
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358" 
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We both have to leave for 
work for work much earlier to avoid traffic delays. When there are any roadworks, water leaks, accidents etc. Aylesbury 
literally grinds to a halt. We are also concerned about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic and strongly disagree that this seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision. 
We feel work relating HS2 should not commence until the project has been finally approved, thus avoiding unnecessary 
devastation to the countryside, not to mention wasting vast amounts of money.

If HS2 does not go ahead, AVDC and BCC will not have the ability to fund their desired road system and we strongly 
disagree that this seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. D-AGT1 has been modified to 
raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet 
the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We are also concerned 
about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Shirley & Raymond Cox [30623] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2893 - 30357 - MM035 - None

2893 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Attn: The Planning officer for the VALP

Sir / Madam

In addition to my earlier comments about the VALP I would like the following point to the amendments to the VALP to 
be taken into consideration:

Thank you in advance.

Kind regards

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. One would have expected the 
AVDC and BCC to include this major road infrastructure project fully into their plans. However, not only have they have 
deleted the reference from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-
operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that they may "Potentially consider it at 
some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 
at paragraph 7.21).

I am not only disappointed but truly dismayed at this lack of professionalism. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan is the most 
important planning document to be worked on for the coming years. For it to have parts deleted and not to include 
cooperation with the only other infrastructure project in the county beggars belief. The new plans hardly demonstrate 
the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives available.

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Again this demonstrates shoddy work and a woeful lack of respect for the planning process. It seems that the AVDC 
and BCC are not taking this process at all seriously. As a concerned resident I would welcome new housing if it's on 
the basis of a well thought out plan but this demonstrates no respect at all for the existing residents' quality of life, 
especially as regards increased traffic levels. In fact I would go so far as to say this in no way meets "Objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements" which I thought was a prerequisite for any plan.

HS2

AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken. Surely the plan cannot be finalised until HS2 has been finally 
approved? Attempting to push through the plan WITHOUT the funding would show unacceptable disregard regard for 
the impact this would have on residents who will surely then be expected to fund any shortfall through taxes.

Again this in no way attempts to meet "Objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements."

Change to Plan

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. As was evidenced in the last 
inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any 
updated transport assessment based on these new figures. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2893 - 30357 - MM035 - None

2893 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2899 - 28405 - MM035 - None

2899 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Planning Department

I am writing with regard to the newly modified Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I have various comments/concerns, which I 
have detailed below:

1). I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some 
point in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK 
that requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives. 
2). I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 
and D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually 
gives no meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. For example the local plan uses the caveat ''at least 
3358'' houses for D-AGT4. Does this mean that the planning department do not actually know how many houses they 
are planning for/building? If so, it cannot be called a 'plan' as the wording leads one to conclude the housing numbers 
are as yet still unknown and therefore unplanned.

In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. You have not presented anything that gives me confidence with 
regard to both future development of the area or the much needed infrastructure. (The latter is needed now before the 
building of more houses goes ahead).

3). Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead (e.g. the development S/W of Stoke 
Mandeville). As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that both AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned 
developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts.

Kind regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 and 
D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually gives no 
meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for 
purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. 
Infrastructure is needed now before the building of more houses goes ahead. (officer summary)

Respondent: Jennifer kruppa [28405] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2905 - 30195 - MM035 - None

2905 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

Comment on the VALP Main Modifications

In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".
Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no su itable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers,
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003.
I totally disagree that this "has been positively prepared, by seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements". Until a suitable road infrastructure is place, Aylesbury will cease to function. The AVDC
and BCC appear to have no ability to plan effectively (certainly not up till now) for the traffic impact of housing around
Aylesbury.
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been
calculated". That is a nonsense.
It appears that Transport for Bucks (BCC) leaves the ownership of connecting new estate roads to existing main roads 
in
the hands of the developers, who have no idea how to manage this, as on the A41 mid-July 2019, bringing Aylesbury to 
a
standstill for 3 days. AVDC and BCC need to take ownership of t heir planning from beginning to end. Not leave it to
others.
It doesn't work now, and certainly won't in the future!
Finally, HS2. The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered so I totally disagree that this "has 
been
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" as the AVDC
and BCC cannot possibly know what is going to happen!
Your Faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no suitable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be 
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers, 
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003. 
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been 
calculated". That is a nonsense.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Brian Tattam [30195] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2911 - 30332 - MM035 - None

2911 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sirs

Comment on the VALP main Modifications

Having read through the main modifications to the VALP, there are several areas which I think really do not make any 
sense:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway

This is a huge government-funded infrastructure project, which we are told will be the catalyst for development of 
housing between the two cities.
Surely there must be a duty on local authorities to factor such projects into their local plans?
However, the modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) 
and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph
7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? A great deal of taxpayers' money will be spent on this project, yet 
AVDC is turning away from the opportunities that it brings for properly planned development. This demonstrates a 
complete lack of joined-up strategic thinking.
The modified Plan can't be justified as the most appropriate strategy when you compare it to reasonable alternatives - 
which must include a consideration of the Expressway.

Housing numbers

In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed. This 
indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:

1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

HS2

Area D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's 
proposed road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. Where would that leave AVDC's plans? The Oakervee report has 
not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet.
It cannot be possible to approve the Plan unless and until there is a decision on HS2.

Conclusion

The whole thing just looks as though it has been cobbled together by amateurs in an attempt to get round the 
Inspector's very valid concerns. It ignores the existence of one major infrastructure project and relies on the delivery of 
a second one that may yet be cancelled. It's a very poor piece of work. Aylesbury deserves better than this.

Yours faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed.
This indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:
D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3018 - 27458 - MM035 - ii, iv

3018 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan D-AGT1 a. should be added to as follows: Provision of land for around at least 1,000 dwellings at a density
that takes account of the adjacent settlement character and identity, integrates new development with the
existing built area of Aylesbury and responds positively to the best characteristics of the surrounding area.
Should it become clear by 2025 that the pre-requisite HS2 infrastructure will not be available to serve the
remaining 875 dwellings of the allocation then the LPA will assume that this development will not be
delivered within the plan period and seek alternatives.
D-AGT1 c. should be worded 'No development shall commence until the dual carriageway
distributor road between B4443 Lower Road and A413 Wendover Road, to cross the railway
line, is available. No vehicular access to or from the South East Aylesbury Link Road (SEALR)
will be permitted to serve the development parcels.
MM033 para 4.35 should be worded: The 125 permitted dwellings are expected to be delivered between
2019 and 2022. The remainder of the site is expected to come forward in the later years of the plan between
2024 and 2033, as it is dependent on the delivery of infrastructure related to the development of HS2. The
Policy makes it clear that if by 2025 the pre-requisite HS2 infrastructure will not be available to serve the
remaining 875 dwellings of the allocation then the LPA will assume that this development will not be
delivered within the plan period and seek alternatives. The AGT1 Masterplan SPD will provide further
guidance and information on phasing expected time of delivery.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: There is therefore vaugeness about whether the essential infrastructure can be provided
for AGT1 S Aylesbury and when, which casts would cast doubt on the site's contribution
to housing needs. If the site is to be included in the Plan then provision of essential
infrastructure should be made a requirement in the Policy.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3149 - 32828 - MM035 - None

3149 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1) 
Housing and Infrastructure; especially road
networks

I am perplexed by the
modifications regarding housing. In particular, the housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
or, at the very least, there is now provision for significant increases. (Some,
eg D-AGT4 are actual significant increases.) 

In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

It is difficult to understand
how this can be regarded as positively prepared planning. What is proposed
seems to demonstrate a complete lack of objective assessment.

2) 
Modified Plan Reliant on HS2

It appears that at least some
of the housing development proposals (specifically that defined as D-AGT2) is
contingent upon the HS2 project proceeding, and proceeding to plan in its
present from. This is still far from certain. It is unclear how a key part of
the plan can be dependent on something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

Respondent: Mr R H Garside [32828] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3335 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3335 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Whilst supportive in principle of the addition of 'at least' in part (a) the Consortium object that the modification has not 
gone far enough to recognise that AGT1 can accommodate at least 1,600 units. This would be accurately reflective of 
the site's capacity to contribute towards Aylesbury's housing need, as supported by AVDC's own evidence including the 
HELAA and Cumulative Growth Impact Report. The work on site capacity as presented in the [attached] draft 
Framework masterplan supports AVDC's evidence.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3336 - 28599 - MM035 - None

3336 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1. Inadequacy of plan to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements

I see that, in the modified Plan, the housing numbers for several large developments have been increased:
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

Despite this, the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already heavily congested, and the town centre is prone to gridlock and 
massive knock-on effects whenever there is a small issue in another nearby area (as recent experiences with burst 
water mains have shown - see articles at https://www.bucksherald.co.uk/news/updated-thames-water-apologises-after-
aylesbury-traffic-gridlock-following-burst-water-main-749861 or https://www.mix96.co.uk/news/local/2159450/burst-
water-main-causes-aylesbury-gridlock/ for examples). The A41 Aston Clinton Road in particular now has enormous 
tailbacks for traffic travelling in an westerly direction virtually every weekday morning. This is not an issue of capacity 
on the A41 itself; it is indicative of too much traffic reaching bottleneck junctions at they enter the town centre (caused 
in no small part by all the traffic light controlled junctions that have been added in recent years, which I understand 
were put in place so as to accommodate heavy traffic from Arla lorries which would have been unable to pass 
effectively through the otherwise efficiently-functioning roundabouts that had until that point been in place and working 
well for many years). 

Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, I do not have confidence that AVDC or BCC 
have planned effectively for the effects on traffic of housing in this area. I would disagree that the modified plan seeks 
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

2. Unreasonable expectations of the public during the consultation process

While I don't doubt that the consultation process itself probably complies with the statutory obligations, I would query 
whether there really has been a true effort to engage the public in this important local matter. Specifically, there 
appears to have been very little publicity relating to the revised plan and, speaking personally, had I not heard about it 
via the Hampden Fields Action Group newsletter this December with 15 days to go until the expiry of the consultation 
period, I'm not sure I would have heard about it at all. 

Out of curiosity, I downloaded the two main consultation documents, converted them to Microsoft Word format, and 
performed a word count. The results were as follows:
* Local plan (proposed submission): 107,808 words spanning 313 pages.
* Local plan (proposed main modifications): 111,874 words spanning 222 pages.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: * D-AGT1 has been modified from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

 
Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, no confidence that Councils planned effectively 
for the traffic effects  Disagree that the modified plan meets objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Respondent: Mr Paul Paul Sypko [28599] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3342 - 32882 - MM035 - ii, iii

3342 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Objects to the wording in (c) that proposals should be 'prioritising the delivery' of the SEALR. As the SEALR will be 
delivered by BCC and is no longer a requirement of the allocation it is not possible for proposals for the rest of the site 
to have any influence over it which would constitute the prioritisation of its delivery. The Consortium therefore object to 
this modification as it is not possible for development proposals to comply with it. The [attached] draft Framework 
Masterplan demonstrates that development proposed by the consortium will ensure delivery of the SEALR is not 
prevented, by safeguarding land

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3343 - 32882 - MM035 - ii

3343 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The Consortium object to the additional text introduced into criterion (d). There is no evidence presented by AVDC to 
support the moratorium on taking access directly from the SEALR when constructed, if safe access can be provided 
and would not result in any severe adverse highways effects. This is a matter for the planning application. The 
additional proposed text is unnecessary, pre-empts the planning application process with no evidence to support it. See 
[attached] Technical Note from Vectos which shows that there is no technical transport planning or highways 
justification why this would not be appropriate.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3345 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3345 Support

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Regarding criterion (g) the Consortium supports the principle of green corridors through the site, as demonstrated in the 
[attached] draft Framework Masterplan which shows east-west orientated corridors of structural landscaping, a green 
buffer and north-south green corridors.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3346 - 32910 - MM035 - i

3346 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

What do you make of this?
What are BCC's and AVDC's plans to manage the vast increase in the traffic impact of housing will have in this area? 
Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. On top of this, the increased demand for Chiltern 
Railways will be unmanageable. The station car parks are already full and the trains cannot cope with current demand.

I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. 

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made.

Again, I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 

I wish for my objections to be recorded and duly considered.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Housing numbers for developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has raised housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2  from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3  from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4  from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked  these developments will have a massive negative 
impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. Increased demand for Chiltern Railways unmanageable. 
 Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made on HS2.

Respondent: Keith Ware [32910] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3352 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3352 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Consortium do not have any objection to the principle of the additional proposed wording in criterion (h), though it 
is unclear what purpose it serves.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3354 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3354 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Consortium do not have any objection in principle to the additional wording in (i) though suggest it adds little to the 
policy, and the reason for proposing it is unclear. As the [attached] draft Framework Masterplan recognises that the 
existing hedgerows and trees form an important role across the layout around which the development parcels identified 
in the Framework Masterplan have been set out to respect, interact,
and provide positive frontage where appropriate.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3359 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3359 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Consortium object to the proposed modification to identify an area on the policies map as 'not built development' in 
(m). The site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1 according to the Environment Agency Flood map for planning. The 
first part of the criterion requires a detailed flood risk assessment. This is for the planning application process. There is 
no evidence or justification presented by AVDC for the imposition of the 'not built area'. The Consortium recommend 
that this proposed modification is rejected.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3361 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3361 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Consortium do not have any objection to the principle of the additional proposed wording in (o), though it is unclear 
what it adds. The policy requirement is for a buffer. Explaining the purpose of the buffer does not add anything to the 
policy requirement and should really be reserved for the supporting paragraphs.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3364 - 32882 - MM035 - ii

3364 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The Consortium object to the additional text in (p) requiring a contribution to upper school provision. This represents a 
substantive change to the policy through a main modification, which AVDC have provided no evidence to support. The 
requirement for any contribution to upper school provision should be based on an assessment at the time of an 
application of capacity and whether a contribution would meet the
CIL tests. The modification is unsound as it is to not justified.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3376 - 32882 - MM035 - ii

3376 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The Consortium object to the specific requirement for the delivery of convenience retail floorspace introduced in (q). 
This represents a substantive change to the policy through a main modification, which AVDC have provided no 
evidence to support. The entire criterion should be deleted as it is not supported by any robust evidence presented by 
AVDC. Evidence presented to the EiP demonstrated that the proximity of existing retail facilities and the sustainability 
of the location shows it is not necessary to provide for a new local centre as part of the D-AGT1 allocation.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3379 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3379 Support

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Consortium support the proposal in (q) to remove the specific requirement for a
community hall. This is consistent with the Inspector's comments at the EiP hearings that advised that AVDC could 
have used evidence of standards and provision requirements to justify requirements for community facilities but had not 
done so and there was therefore no evidence to justify the requirement.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3380 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3380 Support

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Consortium support the proposed modification to remove the requirement for on-site health facilities in (r). This is 
consistent with the discussion during the EiP hearing sessions and the position of the CCG.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3381 - 32882 - MM035 - ii

3381 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The Consortium object to the introduction of this substantive change in (s) with no additional supporting evidence 
presented by AVDC in their examination evidence base list. The Inspector concluded that no evidence or standards 
had been presented to support the need for new community facilities.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3382 - 32882 - MM035 - None

3382 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In relation to criterion (u), the Consortium have no objection to the principle of the retention of Magpie Cottage. This is 
reflected in the [attached] draft Framework Masterplan. It is however superfluous to the listing itself and other heritage 
policy,
and the reference to an 'appropriate setting' is not precise.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3393 - 29618 - MM035 - i, ii, iii, iv

3393 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:  The full text is attached. See attachment.

Change to Plan See the attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whilst we support the housing requirement increase, this should be expressed as a minimum to ensure that the Plan is 
flexible enough to respond to changing needs. We note that the Council have revisited and upped the capacities for 
sites at Aylesbury. We support the recognition that sites at Aylesbury are capable of accommodating more growth. We 
feel that the Main Modifications could have gone further by seeking to make additional allocation(s) in proximity to 
Aylesbury. In light of this, our clients site 'Land South West of Weston Turville' should be further considered as an 
additional allocatio

Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Wetherill) [29618] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Consultation - Final with appendices_Redacted.pdf

Weston Turville - Main Mods - Response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3495 - 32935 - MM035 - None

3495 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: South Aylesbury - is factually incorrect and misleading. AGT1 falls within Stoke Mandeville parish.
The evolving Neighbourhood Plan will make (strategically consistent) policies with regard to this allocation. It should 
explain that a Neighbourhood Plan will also form part of the Development Plan. Allocation should only occur once NP in 
place.
Changed wording of this policy is vague and ineffective and in places factually incorrect and unsound.
a) connection to town not possible
c) unreasonable to prioritise distributor road
d) issues with no access points to SEALR
g) wording is inadequate
o) 'village' needs replacing with 'settlements' 
p) inconsistent references to upper schools and grammar schools
q) prefer term parish centre
r) wording of 'off-site health facilities' is unnecessary 
u) There are other listed buildings
Deliverability timings are too vague
(officer summary)

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3532 - 32942 - MM035 - i, ii, iii

3532 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: 1.  several increases in proposed local
housing numbers not accompanied by traffic mitigation
measures. 
2. The modified wording replaces "provision of" by "prioritising
the delivery of" the distributor road (the SEALR). This is a
downgrading of the council's commitment
3. It is most unlikely that this 'priority' road can be completed by
the committed date of 2021
4. Some funding of the SEALR depends on developer contributions but the timings of these is highly questionable - 
after the completion date of the SEALR
5. We do not accept the basis on which the Countywide Model
has been created. The model shows congestion on the SEALR. (officer summary)

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3556 - 32529 - MM035 - None

3556 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3556 - 32529 - MM035 - None

3556 Object

MM035VALP Main Modifications

alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: MM035
Highways
c. Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation.

We have taken this opportunity to set out some outstanding concerns and suggested amendments that BCC would like 
to see addressed in the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include revisions to MM275 to address the 
soundness of the modification.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2995 - 32733 - MM039 - None

2995 Object

MM039VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We also want the requirement for an Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document to be 
reinstated (MM039 deletion) and adopted prior to any planning application being submitted to allow further dialogue and 
input from key stakeholders into the design process, particularly as detailed hydraulic modelling is still required, the 
residual flood risk is unknown and any scheme will involve flood alleviation through diversion measures. Stakeholders 
need to understand the full impacts of such measures on the surrounding area.

Change to Plan Do not delete requirement for an Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan SPD

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We also want the requirement for an Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document to be 
reinstated (MM039 deletion) and adopted prior to any planning application being submitted to allow further dialogue and 
input from key stakeholders into the design process, particularly as detailed hydraulic modelling is still required, the 
residual flood risk is unknown and any scheme will involve flood alleviation through diversion measures. Stakeholders 
need to understand the full impacts of such measures on the surrounding area.

Respondent: National Trust (Ms Katy Wiseman) [32733] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB'

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3321 - 29322 - MM040 - ii

3321 Object

MM040VALP Main Modifications

hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB'

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Hartwell House Estates / National Trust consider that the proposals would have a negative impact on the setting of 
Hartwell House Registered Park and Gardens and Hartwell Conservation Area located to the north and north west of 
the A418 Oxford Road. The proposed housing allocation is not based on a detailed Heritage Statement for Aylesbury 
Town which has informed the emergent local plan process. This is contrary to Historic England advice set out 'The 
Historic Environment in Local Plans -Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 1' and The Setting of 
Heritage Assets - Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3'.

Change to Plan D-AGT2: South West Aylesbury (AGT2) should be amended to delete housing at its western extent so that it is not 
visible from the A418 in either direction.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: Negative impact on Hartwell House Estate as a consequence of housing proposal D-AGT2

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
development south west of Stoke Mandeville has been raised from 1550 to at least 1590, Woodlands from around 1660 
to 1757 and Hampden Fields from around 3111 to at least 3358. The Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. Anyone living in Aylesbury knows how congested the 
area is. At peak times the roads are virtually gridlocked. Whenever there is an accident anywhere around Aylesbury the 
whole road network grinds to a halt as witnessed last week when there was an accident by Aylesbury College. To get to 
the town centre from where I live on Hampden Hall took me 40 minutes. In the same week temporary lights on the 
Wendover Road and Bedgrove meant that my husband took 45 minutes to get from the Wendover bypass to home, a 
journey which should take 5 minutes. The congestion is appalling and worsening. I was talking to someone who lives by 
the police station and works at Elm Farm vetinary practice. She can walk to work in 7 minutes. By car this journey takes 
her 20 minutes in the morning. Given the current chaos on the roads I fail to see that anyone who actually lives in 
Aylesbury would feel that the Plan has been positively prepared and seeks to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. Households now invariably 
have a minimum of 2 cars, often more given that children remain at home much longer. Aylesbury will simply grind to a 
halt. I beg someone to wake up to this and see that VALP is flawed. I cannot see why anyone would want to live in 
Aylesbury when the traffic is so bad now. A Plan that shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment yet an 
increase in housing numbers should not go unchallenged. I challenge those responsible for looking at the Modified Plan 
to visit Aylesbury at rush hour times. If they did that and then allowed this Modified Plan to be sanctioned when it fails 
to provide any updated transport assessment I would have to assume that the world has gone made. Aylesbury will 
have housing but no one will want to live here because the road network will simply collapse under the pressure.

Joanna Shepherd, Weston Turville, (who already cannot get out onto the Wendover Road in the morning unless 
someone lets her into the stream of solid traffic)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. The development south west of Stoke Mandeville has been raised from 1550 to at least 1590. The Plan shows 
no evidence to any updated transport assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. The congestion is 
appalling and worsening.  To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. (officer summary)

Respondent: Ms Joanna Shepherd [28438] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2817 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have
been raised.  
.D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has
been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
.D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at
least 1,590".
.D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
.D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least
3358"
.D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least
1,000"

I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The
roads are already over-congested, and the plans do nothing which will solve
this. In addition, the continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of
communities close to Aylesbury is being lost.

I do not agree that this plan, as modified, " seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements". Infrastructure is
already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this
plan will make it worse.

Best Regards
Andrew Burnett

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have
been raised.  
D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified from "around 1,550" to "at
least 1,590".
I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The roads are already over-congested. the 
continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of communities close to Aylesbury is being lost. 
Infrastructure is already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this plan will make it worse. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2861 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: HOUSING NO,S D-AGT4 in particular
This whole thing is a complete shambles, it has not been objectively assessed for development and infrasructure
requirements, driving out of Bedgrove in a morning and at all busy times is a nightmare and at most other times too.
The whole network in Aylesbury is already congested, and riding a bike is pretty impossible.Our local green
space is almost zero, and we do not need any more building, a noisy HS2 will not help. D-AGT2 no decisions on
this project taken as yet, but will probably be more congestion.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: HOUSING NO,  D-AGT2 no decisions on this project taken as yet, but will probably be more congestion. (officer 
summary)

Respondent:   A  Daniels [32698] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2871 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

HS2

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed development and infra 
structure requirements.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan.
D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. The transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to 
this. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Richard Makepeace [28660] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2879 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:
Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

HS2 

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation now or in the future and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed 
development and infra structure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. The transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to 
this.

-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan can 
or should be based on this highly contentious plan. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Susan Makepeace [30688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2888 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sirs
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. 

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590". 
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358" 
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We both have to leave for 
work for work much earlier to avoid traffic delays. When there are any roadworks, water leaks, accidents etc. Aylesbury 
literally grinds to a halt. We are also concerned about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic and strongly disagree that this seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision. 
We feel work relating HS2 should not commence until the project has been finally approved, thus avoiding unnecessary 
devastation to the countryside, not to mention wasting vast amounts of money.

If HS2 does not go ahead, AVDC and BCC will not have the ability to fund their desired road system and we strongly 
disagree that this seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".  
The road network is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We are also concerned 
about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Shirley & Raymond Cox [30623] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2894 - 30357 - MM041 - None

2894 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Attn: The Planning officer for the VALP

Sir / Madam

In addition to my earlier comments about the VALP I would like the following point to the amendments to the VALP to 
be taken into consideration:

Thank you in advance.

Kind regards

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. One would have expected the 
AVDC and BCC to include this major road infrastructure project fully into their plans. However, not only have they have 
deleted the reference from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-
operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that they may "Potentially consider it at 
some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 
at paragraph 7.21).

I am not only disappointed but truly dismayed at this lack of professionalism. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan is the most 
important planning document to be worked on for the coming years. For it to have parts deleted and not to include 
cooperation with the only other infrastructure project in the county beggars belief. The new plans hardly demonstrate 
the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives available.

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Again this demonstrates shoddy work and a woeful lack of respect for the planning process. It seems that the AVDC 
and BCC are not taking this process at all seriously. As a concerned resident I would welcome new housing if it's on 
the basis of a well thought out plan but this demonstrates no respect at all for the existing residents' quality of life, 
especially as regards increased traffic levels. In fact I would go so far as to say this in no way meets "Objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements" which I thought was a prerequisite for any plan.

HS2

AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken. Surely the plan cannot be finalised until HS2 has been finally 
approved? Attempting to push through the plan WITHOUT the funding would show unacceptable disregard regard for 
the impact this would have on residents who will surely then be expected to fund any shortfall through taxes.

Again this in no way attempts to meet "Objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements."

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised.  D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" 
to "at least 1,590".
As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.
AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken.

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

(officer summary)

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Planning Department

I am writing with regard to the newly modified Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I have various comments/concerns, which I 
have detailed below:

1). I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some 
point in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK 
that requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives. 
2). I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 
and D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually 
gives no meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. For example the local plan uses the caveat ''at least 
3358'' houses for D-AGT4. Does this mean that the planning department do not actually know how many houses they 
are planning for/building? If so, it cannot be called a 'plan' as the wording leads one to conclude the housing numbers 
are as yet still unknown and therefore unplanned.

In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. You have not presented anything that gives me confidence with 
regard to both future development of the area or the much needed infrastructure. (The latter is needed now before the 
building of more houses goes ahead).

3). Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead (e.g. the development S/W of Stoke 
Mandeville). As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that both AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned 
developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts.

Kind regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (D-AGT2) and also the wording ''at least'' 
has been used. The road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. Infrastructure is needed now before the building of more houses 
goes ahead. 
Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead. As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that  
AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts (officer 
summary)

Respondent: Jennifer kruppa [28405] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Comment on the VALP Main Modifications

In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".
Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no su itable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers,
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003.
I totally disagree that this "has been positively prepared, by seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements". Until a suitable road infrastructure is place, Aylesbury will cease to function. The AVDC
and BCC appear to have no ability to plan effectively (certainly not up till now) for the traffic impact of housing around
Aylesbury.
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been
calculated". That is a nonsense.
It appears that Transport for Bucks (BCC) leaves the ownership of connecting new estate roads to existing main roads 
in
the hands of the developers, who have no idea how to manage this, as on the A41 mid-July 2019, bringing Aylesbury to 
a
standstill for 3 days. AVDC and BCC need to take ownership of t heir planning from beginning to end. Not leave it to
others.
It doesn't work now, and certainly won't in the future!
Finally, HS2. The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered so I totally disagree that this "has 
been
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" as the AVDC
and BCC cannot possibly know what is going to happen!
Your Faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no suitable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be 
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers, 
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003. 
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been 
calculated". That is a nonsense.
The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Brian Tattam [30195] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs

Comment on the VALP main Modifications

Having read through the main modifications to the VALP, there are several areas which I think really do not make any 
sense:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway

This is a huge government-funded infrastructure project, which we are told will be the catalyst for development of 
housing between the two cities.
Surely there must be a duty on local authorities to factor such projects into their local plans?
However, the modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) 
and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph
7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? A great deal of taxpayers' money will be spent on this project, yet 
AVDC is turning away from the opportunities that it brings for properly planned development. This demonstrates a 
complete lack of joined-up strategic thinking.
The modified Plan can't be justified as the most appropriate strategy when you compare it to reasonable alternatives - 
which must include a consideration of the Expressway.

Housing numbers

In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed. This 
indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:

1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

HS2

Area D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's 
proposed road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. Where would that leave AVDC's plans? The Oakervee report has 
not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet.
It cannot be possible to approve the Plan unless and until there is a decision on HS2.

Conclusion

The whole thing just looks as though it has been cobbled together by amateurs in an attempt to get round the 
Inspector's very valid concerns. It ignores the existence of one major infrastructure project and relies on the delivery of 
a second one that may yet be cancelled. It's a very poor piece of work. Aylesbury deserves better than this.

Yours faithfully,

Change to Plan

Summary: The housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed.
This indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments.
The developments concerned are:
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's proposed 
road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. The
Oakervee report has not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2912 - 30332 - MM041 - None

2912 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2993 - 32733 - MM041 - None

2993 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This allocation is likely to have a visual impact upon the setting of Hartwell House. Whilst policy criterion (h) is 
supported as it requires a landscape-led approach to development, we consider that the impact on the setting of this 
Grade I listed building is not fully accounted for within policy wording contrary to national policy for heritage assets.

Change to Plan We therefore require criterion (v) to be amended to 'Protect the setting of Grade I listed Hartwell House, as well as the 
retention of a suitable setting for Grade II listed Hall End Farm house and Stoke Cottage'.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: This allocation is likely to have a visual impact upon the setting of Hartwell House. Whilst policy criterion (h) is 
supported as it requires a landscape-led approach to development, we consider that the impact on the setting of this 
Grade I listed building is not fully accounted for within policy wording contrary to national policy for heritage assets.

Respondent: National Trust (Ms Katy Wiseman) [32733] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3019 - 27458 - MM041 - ii, iv

3019 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan AGT2 b. should therefore be worded 'No development shall take place on D-AGT2 until the South
West Link Road is available (the scheme will also enable its delivery), which will relieve traffic
pressures in the town centre and enabling easier vehicular movement around Aylesbury.'

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: It is not clear whether the South West Link Road is an optional extra or whether it is essential
infrastructure that must be available before the development of S-AGT2 South West
Aylesbury can commence. It is not clear whether the Link Road can be delivered as part of
the scheme, thus casting doubt on the site's contribution to housing needs (at least 1,590
dwellings). If the site allocation is proceed then there should be an amendment to the Policy
to ensure that the South West Link Road is available before development commences.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3152 - 32828 - MM041 - None

3152 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1) 
Housing and Infrastructure; especially road
networks

I am perplexed by the
modifications regarding housing. In particular, the housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
or, at the very least, there is now provision for significant increases. (Some,
eg D-AGT4 are actual significant increases.) 

In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

It is difficult to understand
how this can be regarded as positively prepared planning. What is proposed
seems to demonstrate a complete lack of objective assessment.

2) 
Modified Plan Reliant on HS2

It appears that at least some
of the housing development proposals (specifically that defined as D-AGT2) is
contingent upon the HS2 project proceeding, and proceeding to plan in its
present from. This is still far from certain. It is unclear how a key part of
the plan can be dependent on something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

Respondent: Mr R H Garside [32828] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3155 - 32828 - MM041 - None

3155 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1) 
Housing and Infrastructure; especially road
networks

I am perplexed by the
modifications regarding housing. In particular, the housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
or, at the very least, there is now provision for significant increases. (Some,
eg D-AGT4 are actual significant increases.) 

In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

It is difficult to understand
how this can be regarded as positively prepared planning. What is proposed
seems to demonstrate a complete lack of objective assessment.

2) 
Modified Plan Reliant on HS2

It appears that at least some
of the housing development proposals (specifically that defined as D-AGT2) is
contingent upon the HS2 project proceeding, and proceeding to plan in its
present from. This is still far from certain. It is unclear how a key part of
the plan can be dependent on something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It is unclear how a key part of
the plan D-AGT2 can be dependent on HS2 - something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Respondent: Mr R H Garside [32828] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3215 - 32874 - MM041 - None

3215 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Still it seems that AVDC have not grasped the nettle with the proposed
Modifications to the VALP.

For instance, why have they not taken into account the Oxford - Cambridge
Expressway.
The major road infrastructure project has not been fully taken into their plans
at this stage having been deleted from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from 
the list of major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para3.39),
They state that (para3.81) they may only potentially consider this at some time 
in the future.
They have deleted their declared support for this project (modified policy T3
at para7.21)
In my view this project if it were to become reality would alleviate the necessity
to develop Aylesbury and surrounding districts to the extent that we now see in the new Modified Plans.
I cannot see that AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning has any 
merit at all, it is muddled, particularly when considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
HOUSING NUMBERS
The modified plan suggests that housing numbers for several large developments have increased .
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields, which affects me more directly, suggests that the numbers have increased from 3,111 to 
3,358.
The phrase " at least" suggests to me that this is the minimum number proposed.
This when considered along with D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and D-HAL003
means a minimum of 8,705 properties.
When you take that figure and add it on to the Kingsbrook Estate (2,350) and the new Aston Reach development 
(1,400) and alll the other smaller developments that have/are taking place then the East/South/South East of Aylesbury 
is looking at a minimum of 13,000 new homes.
The road infrastructure required to cope with all the extra traffic has not been adequately assessed and the proposed 
new road network is badly thought through,
The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested and is frequently at tipping point.
The Plan however shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.
Just one incident in the town or surrounding area is enough to bring gridlock to the road network which has happened in 
the past.
HS2
The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependant on the delivery of HS2 (para4,41) 
As yet no decision to this project has been taken. The Plan therefore cannot be approved until that final decision.
Should approval for HS2 to go ahead not be given after the "Oakervee" review,
then how is this going to impact on the area D-AGT2. Who will pay for all the necessary infrastructure needed if any 
one at all and would this mean the development in this area is frozen until further notice.
AVDC and BCC's ability to fund their desired road system is at risk as they have not positively prepared for such a 
outcome.
In summary, AVDC and BCC need to rethink the whole future development of Aylesbury and district as what they are 
proposing in the "Modified Plan" does not make sense.
Regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependant on the delivery of HS2 (para4,41) 
As yet no decision to this project has been taken. The Plan therefore cannot be approved until that final decision.
Should approval for HS2 to go ahead not be given after the "Oakervee" review,
then how is this going to impact on the area D-AGT2. Who will pay for all the necessary infrastructure needed if any 
one at all and would this mean the development in this area is frozen until further notice.
AVDC and BCC's ability to fund their desired road system is at risk as they have not positively prepared for such a 
outcome.

Respondent: Mr Ian Reading [32874] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3338 - 28599 - MM041 - None

3338 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1. Inadequacy of plan to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements

I see that, in the modified Plan, the housing numbers for several large developments have been increased:
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

Despite this, the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already heavily congested, and the town centre is prone to gridlock and 
massive knock-on effects whenever there is a small issue in another nearby area (as recent experiences with burst 
water mains have shown - see articles at https://www.bucksherald.co.uk/news/updated-thames-water-apologises-after-
aylesbury-traffic-gridlock-following-burst-water-main-749861 or https://www.mix96.co.uk/news/local/2159450/burst-
water-main-causes-aylesbury-gridlock/ for examples). The A41 Aston Clinton Road in particular now has enormous 
tailbacks for traffic travelling in an westerly direction virtually every weekday morning. This is not an issue of capacity 
on the A41 itself; it is indicative of too much traffic reaching bottleneck junctions at they enter the town centre (caused 
in no small part by all the traffic light controlled junctions that have been added in recent years, which I understand 
were put in place so as to accommodate heavy traffic from Arla lorries which would have been unable to pass 
effectively through the otherwise efficiently-functioning roundabouts that had until that point been in place and working 
well for many years). 

Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, I do not have confidence that AVDC or BCC 
have planned effectively for the effects on traffic of housing in this area. I would disagree that the modified plan seeks 
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

2. Unreasonable expectations of the public during the consultation process

While I don't doubt that the consultation process itself probably complies with the statutory obligations, I would query 
whether there really has been a true effort to engage the public in this important local matter. Specifically, there 
appears to have been very little publicity relating to the revised plan and, speaking personally, had I not heard about it 
via the Hampden Fields Action Group newsletter this December with 15 days to go until the expiry of the consultation 
period, I'm not sure I would have heard about it at all. 

Out of curiosity, I downloaded the two main consultation documents, converted them to Microsoft Word format, and 
performed a word count. The results were as follows:
* Local plan (proposed submission): 107,808 words spanning 313 pages.
* Local plan (proposed main modifications): 111,874 words spanning 222 pages.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: * D-AGT1 has been modified from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

 
Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, no confidence that Councils planned effectively 
for the traffic effects  Disagree that the modified plan meets objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Respondent: Mr Paul Paul Sypko [28599] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3347 - 32910 - MM041 - i

3347 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

What do you make of this?
What are BCC's and AVDC's plans to manage the vast increase in the traffic impact of housing will have in this area? 
Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. On top of this, the increased demand for Chiltern 
Railways will be unmanageable. The station car parks are already full and the trains cannot cope with current demand.

I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. 

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made.

Again, I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 

I wish for my objections to be recorded and duly considered.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Housing numbers for developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has raised housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2  from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3  from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4  from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. Increased demand for Chiltern Railways 
unmanageable. 
Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made on HS2.

Respondent: Keith Ware [32910] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3394 - 29618 - MM041 - i, ii, iii, iv

3394 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:  The full text is attached. See attachment.

Change to Plan See the attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whilst we support the housing requirement increase, this should be expressed as a minimum to ensure that the Plan is 
flexible enough to respond to changing needs. We note that the Council have revisited and upped the capacities for 
sites at Aylesbury. We support the recognition that sites at Aylesbury are capable of accommodating more growth. We 
feel that the Main Modifications could have gone further by seeking to make additional allocation(s) in proximity to 
Aylesbury. In light of this, our clients site 'Land South West of Weston Turville' should be further considered as an 
additional allocation.

Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Wetherill) [29618] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Weston Turville - Main Mods - Response form.pdf

Main Modifications Consultation - Final with appendices_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3401 - 30831 - MM041 - None

3401 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I would like to register my comments on the VALP as follows:-

Housing Numbers 
In the plan it states that a number of housing developments have had the intended number of dwellings increased or 
the final total altered from around to read at least. As we already know the traffic in the town at peak times can already 
be at a standstill, what provision has been made by AVDC or BCC to plan for the increase in traffic created by this 
additional housing on our already congested local roads. I would have to strongly disagree that this plan seeks to meet 
objectively the assessed development and infrastructure requirements. Also that the area labelled D-AGT2 is stated as 
being dependent upon the delivery of the HS2 project but as this has not yet been approved how can the local plan be 
approved when the required funding is not in place. This also leads me to question whether AVDC or BCC have the 
ability to fund their desired road system.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Also that the area labelled D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent upon the delivery of the HS2 project but as this has 
not yet been approved how can the local plan be approved when the required funding is not in place. This also leads 
me to question whether AVDC or BCC have the ability to fund their desired road system.

Respondent: Melvyn  Gibbons [30831] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3496 - 32935 - MM041 - None

3496 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The title of this proposed allocation is misleading. There is no recognition that some of the site is located within Stoke 
Mandeville Parish.
There is also considerable uncertainty regarding the deliverability of the site given its dependence on HS2.
The changed wording of this policy is vague and ineffective and in places factually incorrect and unsound.
The area of the site within Stoke Mandeville should be planned via the SMNP.
r) requires integration with Aylesbury
s) requirement to contribute to 'off site health facilities' is unnecessary
v) unnecessary to specify protection of listed buildings 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3526 - 32946 - MM041 - ii, iii, iv

3526 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments.

Change to Plan Changes Sought
Amend Policy D-AGT2 (as modified) as follows:
i. Amend the section headed 'implementation approach' to make it clear that development will be delivered between 
2018 and 2033;
ii. Amend Criterion r to delete references to ANGST standards.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The allocation of land at South West Aylesbury for mixed use development is fully supported, however the revised 
delivery period (2018-2033) is not reflected under 'Implementation Approach'. The requirement to meet ANGST 
standards was not discussed at the Hearing Sessions, has not been applied consistently and is not necessary in any 
event. Criterion r should therefore be deleted.

Respondent: Gleeson Homes Ltd (Mr Robert Philips) [32946] Agent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MM041 - Gleeson Homes.pdf

MM031 - Gleeson Homes.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3533 - 32942 - MM041 - i, ii

3533 Object

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: 1. The assertion that, "...the delivery of the South West Link Road
[will relieve] traffic pressures in the town centre and enabling
 
easier vehicular movement around Aylesbury" is heavily contested
given the flaws in the model and therefore it has not been proven.
2. Even the Jacobs report (see above) accepts that significant
mitigation will be required in the Coldharbour area, yet no
mitigation is included or modelled. The requirement for updated
traffic modelling is once again reinforced.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S - 3557 - 32529 - MM041 - None

3557 Support

MM041VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: MM041
Highways
- BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, 
we suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: see representations

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We support MM042 in so far as it allocates Westonmead Farm for 157 dwellings. The soundness of this approach is 
evidenced through the Council's resolution to grant outline planning permission for this quantum of development on the 
site (ref. 17/04819/AOP).

Respondent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [32856] Agent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [32856]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Representations - MM042.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: refer to attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: MM043 in part references the status of the Westonmead Farm planning application. Firstly we note that this references 
planning application ref. 19/00619/AOP, which relates to our duplicate planning application currently subject to an 
ongoing appeal against non-determination. It would therefore be more appropriate to reference the originally submitted 
planning application ref. 17/04819/AOP which benefits from a resolution to grant outline planning permission for 157 
dwellings.

Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited  [32212] Agent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [32856]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Representations - MM048.pdf

Main Modifications Representations - MM043.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: 1. The modified text states that Woodland homes are projected to be delivered some time from 2021. AVDC's Strategic 
Development
Management Committee were advised that no residential land
would be brought forward in the first 5 years (Officer report
16/01040/AOP, para 9.33, October 2017)
2. Uncertainty expressed by a previous inspector and supported by
the Ouseley Manor Oak judgement is relevant across the whole
Transport Strategy (see comment below on MM202 and MM203)
but we draw the Inspector's attention to it in this section as well.
The uncertain delivery of Woodlands (see MM048 below) means
that delivery of the ELR(S) and the SEALR are uncertain despite
BCC's assertions.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Paragraph 4.61 is proposed to be deleted. Thames Would like to know where information on phasing will not be 
supplied as this information is critical to them ensuring the required infrastructure is in place prior to occupation.

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

19.12.16 L CT Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Mods.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 
 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
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to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
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and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
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The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
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standing. 
In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB'

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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Full Text: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
development south west of Stoke Mandeville has been raised from 1550 to at least 1590, Woodlands from around 1660 
to 1757 and Hampden Fields from around 3111 to at least 3358. The Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. Anyone living in Aylesbury knows how congested the 
area is. At peak times the roads are virtually gridlocked. Whenever there is an accident anywhere around Aylesbury the 
whole road network grinds to a halt as witnessed last week when there was an accident by Aylesbury College. To get to 
the town centre from where I live on Hampden Hall took me 40 minutes. In the same week temporary lights on the 
Wendover Road and Bedgrove meant that my husband took 45 minutes to get from the Wendover bypass to home, a 
journey which should take 5 minutes. The congestion is appalling and worsening. I was talking to someone who lives by 
the police station and works at Elm Farm vetinary practice. She can walk to work in 7 minutes. By car this journey takes 
her 20 minutes in the morning. Given the current chaos on the roads I fail to see that anyone who actually lives in 
Aylesbury would feel that the Plan has been positively prepared and seeks to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. Households now invariably 
have a minimum of 2 cars, often more given that children remain at home much longer. Aylesbury will simply grind to a 
halt. I beg someone to wake up to this and see that VALP is flawed. I cannot see why anyone would want to live in 
Aylesbury when the traffic is so bad now. A Plan that shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment yet an 
increase in housing numbers should not go unchallenged. I challenge those responsible for looking at the Modified Plan 
to visit Aylesbury at rush hour times. If they did that and then allowed this Modified Plan to be sanctioned when it fails 
to provide any updated transport assessment I would have to assume that the world has gone made. Aylesbury will 
have housing but no one will want to live here because the road network will simply collapse under the pressure.

Joanna Shepherd, Weston Turville, (who already cannot get out onto the Wendover Road in the morning unless 
someone lets her into the stream of solid traffic)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Woodlands has been raised from around 1660 to 1757 . The Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. The congestion is appalling and worsening.  To increase 
the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy.

Respondent: Ms Joanna Shepherd [28438] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have
been raised.  
.D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has
been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
.D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at
least 1,590".
.D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
.D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least
3358"
.D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least
1,000"

I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The
roads are already over-congested, and the plans do nothing which will solve
this. In addition, the continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of
communities close to Aylesbury is being lost.

I do not agree that this plan, as modified, " seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements". Infrastructure is
already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this
plan will make it worse.

Best Regards
Andrew Burnett

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised.  
D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) has been modified from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The roads are already over-congested. the 
continued loss of countryside to housing development is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness 
of communities close to Aylesbury is being lost. 
Infrastructure is already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this plan will make it worse. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

HS2

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed development and infra 
structure requirements.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

Respondent: Mr Richard Makepeace [28660] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

HS2 

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation now or in the future and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed 
development and infra structure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

Respondent: Susan Makepeace [30688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Regarding Woodlands development D-AGT3, you are saying at 'b' that the Eastern Link Road (south) is to be 
completed within five years of the commencement of the development. The road is needed first, before very much of 
the projected development can proceed.

At the time outline consent to the Kingsbrook development was granted in 2012, Highways advice was that the road 
was needed to provide a connection between Kingsbrook and A41. It welcomed the opportunity for the section north of 
the canal to be provided by the developer and promised that BCC and AVDC would do all they could to continue it over 
the canal and downn to A41.

The Highway Authority, with the full knowledge and approval of AVDC, has continued to identify this new road since 
then as a key strategic link and a priority for Aylesbury with a target completion date in 2021. A grant from the Local 
Growth Fund, with the support of BTV LEP, was secured in 2014, as described in the BCC Cabinet paper Aylesbury 
East and reported in the local press at that time.

The stated objective was to open up land for development as an advance work, in addition to helping to reduce 
congestion across Aylesbury and relieving pollution in the Tring Road AQMA. Any delay goes against an objective of 
the Garden Town which is to make life better for everyone, residents and visitors alike.

It seems the Planning Authority intends to set aside the Highway Authority's stated time table, without giving any 
reason for doing so. 

Yours,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: 'b' states that the Eastern Link Road (south) is to be completed within five years of the commencement of  
development. The road is needed first, before very much of the projected development can proceed. The Highway 
Authority has continued to identify this new road since then as a key strategic link and a priority for Aylesbury with a 
target completion date in 2021. A grant from the Local Growth Fund was secured in 2014. The stated objective was to 
open up land for development as an advance work. Any delay goes against an objective of the Garden Town (officer 
summary)

Respondent: Mr John Oliver [30897] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. 

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590". 
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358" 
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We both have to leave for 
work for work much earlier to avoid traffic delays. When there are any roadworks, water leaks, accidents etc. Aylesbury 
literally grinds to a halt. We are also concerned about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic and strongly disagree that this seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision. 
We feel work relating HS2 should not commence until the project has been finally approved, thus avoiding unnecessary 
devastation to the countryside, not to mention wasting vast amounts of money.

If HS2 does not go ahead, AVDC and BCC will not have the ability to fund their desired road system and we strongly 
disagree that this seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" 
to "at least 1,757"  The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of 
any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We are also concerned 
about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Shirley & Raymond Cox [30623] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Attn: The Planning officer for the VALP

Sir / Madam

In addition to my earlier comments about the VALP I would like the following point to the amendments to the VALP to 
be taken into consideration:

Thank you in advance.

Kind regards

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. One would have expected the 
AVDC and BCC to include this major road infrastructure project fully into their plans. However, not only have they have 
deleted the reference from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-
operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that they may "Potentially consider it at 
some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 
at paragraph 7.21).

I am not only disappointed but truly dismayed at this lack of professionalism. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan is the most 
important planning document to be worked on for the coming years. For it to have parts deleted and not to include 
cooperation with the only other infrastructure project in the county beggars belief. The new plans hardly demonstrate 
the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives available.

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Again this demonstrates shoddy work and a woeful lack of respect for the planning process. It seems that the AVDC 
and BCC are not taking this process at all seriously. As a concerned resident I would welcome new housing if it's on 
the basis of a well thought out plan but this demonstrates no respect at all for the existing residents' quality of life, 
especially as regards increased traffic levels. In fact I would go so far as to say this in no way meets "Objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements" which I thought was a prerequisite for any plan.

HS2

AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken. Surely the plan cannot be finalised until HS2 has been finally 
approved? Attempting to push through the plan WITHOUT the funding would show unacceptable disregard regard for 
the impact this would have on residents who will surely then be expected to fund any shortfall through taxes.

Again this in no way attempts to meet "Objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements."

Change to Plan

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Planning Department

I am writing with regard to the newly modified Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I have various comments/concerns, which I 
have detailed below:

1). I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some 
point in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK 
that requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives. 
2). I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 
and D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually 
gives no meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. For example the local plan uses the caveat ''at least 
3358'' houses for D-AGT4. Does this mean that the planning department do not actually know how many houses they 
are planning for/building? If so, it cannot be called a 'plan' as the wording leads one to conclude the housing numbers 
are as yet still unknown and therefore unplanned.

In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. You have not presented anything that gives me confidence with 
regard to both future development of the area or the much needed infrastructure. (The latter is needed now before the 
building of more houses goes ahead).

3). Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead (e.g. the development S/W of Stoke 
Mandeville). As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that both AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned 
developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts.

Kind regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 and 
D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually gives no 
meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for 
purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. 
Infrastructure is needed now before the building of more houses goes ahead. (officer summary)

Respondent: Jennifer kruppa [28405] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Comment on the VALP Main Modifications

In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".
Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no su itable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers,
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003.
I totally disagree that this "has been positively prepared, by seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements". Until a suitable road infrastructure is place, Aylesbury will cease to function. The AVDC
and BCC appear to have no ability to plan effectively (certainly not up till now) for the traffic impact of housing around
Aylesbury.
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been
calculated". That is a nonsense.
It appears that Transport for Bucks (BCC) leaves the ownership of connecting new estate roads to existing main roads 
in
the hands of the developers, who have no idea how to manage this, as on the A41 mid-July 2019, bringing Aylesbury to 
a
standstill for 3 days. AVDC and BCC need to take ownership of t heir planning from beginning to end. Not leave it to
others.
It doesn't work now, and certainly won't in the future!
Finally, HS2. The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered so I totally disagree that this "has 
been
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" as the AVDC
and BCC cannot possibly know what is going to happen!
Your Faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no suitable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be 
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers, 
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003. 
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been 
calculated". That is a nonsense.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Brian Tattam [30195] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs

Comment on the VALP main Modifications

Having read through the main modifications to the VALP, there are several areas which I think really do not make any 
sense:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway

This is a huge government-funded infrastructure project, which we are told will be the catalyst for development of 
housing between the two cities.
Surely there must be a duty on local authorities to factor such projects into their local plans?
However, the modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) 
and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph
7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? A great deal of taxpayers' money will be spent on this project, yet 
AVDC is turning away from the opportunities that it brings for properly planned development. This demonstrates a 
complete lack of joined-up strategic thinking.
The modified Plan can't be justified as the most appropriate strategy when you compare it to reasonable alternatives - 
which must include a consideration of the Expressway.

Housing numbers

In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed. This 
indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:

1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

HS2

Area D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's 
proposed road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. Where would that leave AVDC's plans? The Oakervee report has 
not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet.
It cannot be possible to approve the Plan unless and until there is a decision on HS2.

Conclusion

The whole thing just looks as though it has been cobbled together by amateurs in an attempt to get round the 
Inspector's very valid concerns. It ignores the existence of one major infrastructure project and relies on the delivery of 
a second one that may yet be cancelled. It's a very poor piece of work. Aylesbury deserves better than this.

Yours faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed.
This indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against
infrastructure and development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I
would have thought must required if the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:
D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757"

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3150 - 32828 - MM048 - None

3150 Object

MM048VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1) 
Housing and Infrastructure; especially road
networks

I am perplexed by the
modifications regarding housing. In particular, the housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
or, at the very least, there is now provision for significant increases. (Some,
eg D-AGT4 are actual significant increases.) 

In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

It is difficult to understand
how this can be regarded as positively prepared planning. What is proposed
seems to demonstrate a complete lack of objective assessment.

2) 
Modified Plan Reliant on HS2

It appears that at least some
of the housing development proposals (specifically that defined as D-AGT2) is
contingent upon the HS2 project proceeding, and proceeding to plan in its
present from. This is still far from certain. It is unclear how a key part of
the plan can be dependent on something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

Respondent: Mr R H Garside [32828] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: refer to attachment

Change to Plan In order to address the issue of soundness, criterion 's' should be modified as follows:
"Allocation at Westonmead Farm, development is to be kept to the southern section of the area, save
for the area of existing buildings north of the brook. The northern section of the area identified as 'not
built development' is to be retained for green infrastructure (criteria p above)"
In addition, the extent of 'not built development' shown on the Proposals Map should be revised to
exclude the area of existing buildings and immediately adjacent land.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Criterion 's' of MM048 is not justified as it would unnecessarily prevent the redevelopment of an
otherwise suitable site. The policy should be amended as set out below.

Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited  [32212] Agent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [32856]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Representations - MM043.pdf

Main Modifications Representations - MM048.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan Criterion M should be reworded as described below (additions in [brackets], deletions in *asterisks*):
m. [New homes at Land] at Manor Farm (BIE022) shall not be [occupied] *developed* until the Eastern Link Road 
(South) through the adjacent site WTV018 (Woodlands) has been delivered and opened to traffic. A planning 
application on site BIE022 must demonstrate that Flood Risk Exception Test Part 2 (See VALP Flood Risk Sequential 
Test 2017) has been met by a developer. The Exception Test Part 2 will be supported by a site specific Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) to support a planning application and shall demonstrate that access and egress from and to the 
development, via the ELR and on-site access routes, will be safe and operational in times of flooding. The main access 
to the site shall be from the ELR (S) and not from Broughton Lane. The FRA must meet all the recommendations for 
the site in the Aylesbury Vale SFRA Level 2 (2017) and VALP Policy I4.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Criterion M states that "Land at Manor Farm (BIE022) shall not be developed until the Eastern Link Road (South) 
through the adjacent site WTV018 (Woodlands) has been delivered and opened to traffic." Mactaggart and Mickel 
objects to this policy criterion, as it considers that it could lead to significant delays in delivering new homes on Land at 
Manor Farm.

Respondent: Carter Jonas LLP (Mr Mark Utting) [31941] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Response December 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: 1. Inadequacy of plan to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements

I see that, in the modified Plan, the housing numbers for several large developments have been increased:
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

Despite this, the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already heavily congested, and the town centre is prone to gridlock and 
massive knock-on effects whenever there is a small issue in another nearby area (as recent experiences with burst 
water mains have shown - see articles at https://www.bucksherald.co.uk/news/updated-thames-water-apologises-after-
aylesbury-traffic-gridlock-following-burst-water-main-749861 or https://www.mix96.co.uk/news/local/2159450/burst-
water-main-causes-aylesbury-gridlock/ for examples). The A41 Aston Clinton Road in particular now has enormous 
tailbacks for traffic travelling in an westerly direction virtually every weekday morning. This is not an issue of capacity 
on the A41 itself; it is indicative of too much traffic reaching bottleneck junctions at they enter the town centre (caused 
in no small part by all the traffic light controlled junctions that have been added in recent years, which I understand 
were put in place so as to accommodate heavy traffic from Arla lorries which would have been unable to pass 
effectively through the otherwise efficiently-functioning roundabouts that had until that point been in place and working 
well for many years). 

Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, I do not have confidence that AVDC or BCC 
have planned effectively for the effects on traffic of housing in this area. I would disagree that the modified plan seeks 
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

2. Unreasonable expectations of the public during the consultation process

While I don't doubt that the consultation process itself probably complies with the statutory obligations, I would query 
whether there really has been a true effort to engage the public in this important local matter. Specifically, there 
appears to have been very little publicity relating to the revised plan and, speaking personally, had I not heard about it 
via the Hampden Fields Action Group newsletter this December with 15 days to go until the expiry of the consultation 
period, I'm not sure I would have heard about it at all. 

Out of curiosity, I downloaded the two main consultation documents, converted them to Microsoft Word format, and 
performed a word count. The results were as follows:
* Local plan (proposed submission): 107,808 words spanning 313 pages.
* Local plan (proposed main modifications): 111,874 words spanning 222 pages.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: * D-AGT1 has been modified from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

 
Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, no confidence that Councils planned effectively 
for the traffic effects  Disagree that the modified plan meets objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Respondent: Mr Paul Paul Sypko [28599] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

What do you make of this?
What are BCC's and AVDC's plans to manage the vast increase in the traffic impact of housing will have in this area? 
Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. On top of this, the increased demand for Chiltern 
Railways will be unmanageable. The station car parks are already full and the trains cannot cope with current demand.

I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. 

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made.

Again, I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 

I wish for my objections to be recorded and duly considered.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Housing numbers for developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has raised housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2  from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3  from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4  from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. Increased demand for Chiltern Railways 
unmanageable. 
Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made on HS2.

Respondent: Keith Ware [32910] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:  The full text is attached. See attachment.

Change to Plan See attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whilst we support the housing requirement increase, this should be expressed as a minimum to ensure that the Plan is 
flexible enough to respond to changing needs. We note that the Council have revisited and upped the capacities for 
sites at Aylesbury. We support the recognition that sites at Aylesbury are capable of accommodating more growth. We 
feel that the Main Modifications could have gone further by seeking to make additional allocation(s) in proximity to 
Aylesbury. In light of this, our clients site 'Land South West of Weston Turville' should be further considered as an 
additional allocation.

Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Wetherill) [29618] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Consultation - Final with appendices_Redacted.pdf

Weston Turville - Main Mods - Response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3412 - 30510 - MM048 - None

3412 Object

MM048VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Submission 1
Regarding Woodlands development D-AGT3, you are saying at 'b' that the Eastern Link Road (south) is to be 
completed within five years of the commencement of the development. The road is needed first, before very much of 
the projected development can proceed.

At the time outline consent to the Kingsbrook development was granted in 2012, Highways advice was that the road 
was needed to provide a connection between Kingsbrook and A41. It welcomed the opportunity for the section north of 
the canal to be provided by the developer and promised that BCC and AVDC would do all they could to continue it over 
the canal and downn to A41.

The Highway Authority, with the full knowledge and approval of AVDC, has continued to identify this new road since 
then as a key strategic link and a priority for Aylesbury with a target completion date in 2021. A grant from the Local 
Growth Fund, with the support of BTV LEP, was secured in 2014, as described in the BCC Cabinet paper Aylesbury 
East and reported in the local press at that time.

The stated objective was to open up land for development as an advance work, in addition to helping to reduce 
congestion across Aylesbury and relieving pollution in the Tring Road AQMA. Any delay goes against an objective of 
the Garden Town which is to make life better for everyone, residents and visitors alike.

It seems the Planning Authority intends to set aside the Highway Authority's stated time table, without giving any 
reason for doing so. 

Submission 2
Main Modifications to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Examination
I write as a resident of East Aylesbury, concerned at the lack of new highway infrastructure which is needed to support 
the planned growth of East Aylesbury. I am a former Assistant County Engineer to Bucks CC, having served the 
Council in that position for more than 20 years. My qualifications are BEng(Hons) MICE FCIHT, and I was responsible 
for managing design and construction of new and improved highways, as well as bridge maintenance. My duties 
included work for the Dept for Transport during the time the Council had a DfT agency for work on motorways and trunk 
roads.
In my former post I was familiar with the highway needs for a growing town of Aylesbury, particularly with the 
inadequate capacity of the radial road network to deal with freight and other traffic needing access to the town's 
industry areas, largely located to the west of the town centre, as well as a significant cross-town flow of vehicles going 
further afield.
From the beginning of this century it has been clear that the solution to Aylesbury traffic congestion is dependent firstly 
on a new radial road on the east, between A41 and A418, the only hitherto undeveloped segment in the town. Coupled 
with a north-south connection between those two Primary routes, relief could be obtained, not only to A41 and A418 
(which passes through the Bierton Conservation Area) but also the reduction of air pollution in the Tring Road AQMA. It 
was stated by the Highway Authority in advice to the Planning Authority in March 2012 that there was unanimity 
between the two Councils and the business community about that conclusion.
In 2014 BCC was granted £44m from the Local Growth Fund for several highway-related schemes, the Eastern Link 
Road (south) being identified as "a priority for Aylesbury", which the Council then aimed to complete in three to five 
years. The section north of the canal had already been committed under a S106 Agreement for completion by 
developer Barratts, but with a completion date within five years of starting their development. That meant early in 2021.
I am astonished that the modifications to D-AGT3, contained in Main Modification MM048, have now shown at 'b' a 
completion of the southern section (misleadingly described as only a "distributor road") "within five years of 
commencement " of the Woodlands development. Without the completion of this road at about the time Barratts finish 
their northern section, together with the new radial road Bellingham Way, there is no prospect of the town being able to 
cope with the pace of development now being experienced.  Delay by the Council, of course, removes any incentive for 
Barratts to meet their binding legal obligations under the S106 Agreement.
A matter of continuing concern is the apparent lack of up-to-date information about the origins and destinations of 
traffic, particularly the freight traffic which operates throughout the 24 hours and  has such an adverse effect on the 
occupants of the residential roads along which it has to travel. 
The Eastern Link Road is a key strategic road, identified to be part of the national Primary Route Network. It is not just 
a distributor road, and it is urgently needed. There does not appear to be any viable alternative which meets the 
requirements. The completion dates of the remaining orbital roads, dependent as they are on developer funding, can 
not be predicted with any certainty. Meanwhile, Aylesbury remains noted for its traffic congestion and air quality failings.

Summary: (Officer's summary)
I am astonished that the modifications to D-AGT3, contained in Main Modification MM048, have now shown at 'b' a 
completion of the southern section (misleadingly described as only a "distributor road") "within five years of 
commencement " of the Woodlands development. Without the completion of this road at about the time Barratts finish 
their northern section, together with the new radial road Bellingham Way, there is no prospect of the town being able to 
cope with the pace of development now being experienced.

Respondent: Mr John Oliver [30510] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The following are my comments on the VALP Main Modifications:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway:
I am disappointed that this has not had more focus so that we can begin to understand exactly how the impact of this is 
being assessed since it appears to be one of the major investments promised by the new government. More effort 
should have been put into assessing the strategic implications of the Expressway and planning ahead for a number of 
realistic alternatives to ensure a sound result.

Housing Numbers:
The increase in housing numbers for large developments raises the question of the modifications required in 
Aylesbury's over-congested road network to cope with these.  I can see no evidence of these. In the case of Hampden 
Fields development this has moved from an initial 3,000 to "around 3,111" and now to "at least 3,358". I find the 
process and result confusing - on the one hand we use words such as "around" and "at least" indicating a degree of 
approximation and on the other hand precise numbers such as 1,757 / 3,358. Net result I must question the soundness 
of the process. In the case of Hampden Fields, I worry that this creep from the original 3,000 to 3,358 affects the value 
of the traffic analysis used in the Hampden Fields proposals and the capability of the proposed infrastructure to cope 
with these increases.

HS2:
Like most people in this part of Bucks, given the changes in costs and benefits of HS2, I am waiting on the decision as 
to whether this project will go ahead, in what form and on what timescale.
Given the significance of this, I maintain that it will be unsound to proceed with the present VLAP until this decision has 
been made and the impacts have been assessed and incorporated. 

If cancelled or radically changed then without the funds for our local road system included in the HS2 proposal I believe 
that AVDC/BCC will be unable to fund their plans. i.e the VLAP as it stands has not been prepared to meet objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements under these differing conditions.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Housing Numbers:
The increase in housing numbers for large developments raises the question of the modifications required in 
Aylesbury's over-congested road network to cope with these.  I can see no evidence of these. In the case of Hampden 
Fields development this has moved from an initial 3,000 to "around 3,111" and now to "at least 3,358". I find the 
process and result confusing - on the one hand we use words such as "around" and "at least" indicating a degree of 
approximation and on the other hand precise numbers such as 1,757 / 3,358.

Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. (See comment 1 against MM044).
2. This raises serious questions about the timing of developer
contributions to the £23.6m costs of building the ELR(S) (MM210).
3. The financial viability of this scheme was questioned during the
planning application process, with an official report stating that it
was 'challenged' (i.e., unviable). The riskladen
lower figure of £28m is being adopted, which is a highly
questionable approach and unsound because it does not meet
objectively assessed requirements and cannot be delivered. (officer summary)

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: MM048
Highways
 b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
 m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s).

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB'

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB'

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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Full Text: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
development south west of Stoke Mandeville has been raised from 1550 to at least 1590, Woodlands from around 1660 
to 1757 and Hampden Fields from around 3111 to at least 3358. The Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. Anyone living in Aylesbury knows how congested the 
area is. At peak times the roads are virtually gridlocked. Whenever there is an accident anywhere around Aylesbury the 
whole road network grinds to a halt as witnessed last week when there was an accident by Aylesbury College. To get to 
the town centre from where I live on Hampden Hall took me 40 minutes. In the same week temporary lights on the 
Wendover Road and Bedgrove meant that my husband took 45 minutes to get from the Wendover bypass to home, a 
journey which should take 5 minutes. The congestion is appalling and worsening. I was talking to someone who lives by 
the police station and works at Elm Farm vetinary practice. She can walk to work in 7 minutes. By car this journey takes 
her 20 minutes in the morning. Given the current chaos on the roads I fail to see that anyone who actually lives in 
Aylesbury would feel that the Plan has been positively prepared and seeks to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. Households now invariably 
have a minimum of 2 cars, often more given that children remain at home much longer. Aylesbury will simply grind to a 
halt. I beg someone to wake up to this and see that VALP is flawed. I cannot see why anyone would want to live in 
Aylesbury when the traffic is so bad now. A Plan that shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment yet an 
increase in housing numbers should not go unchallenged. I challenge those responsible for looking at the Modified Plan 
to visit Aylesbury at rush hour times. If they did that and then allowed this Modified Plan to be sanctioned when it fails 
to provide any updated transport assessment I would have to assume that the world has gone made. Aylesbury will 
have housing but no one will want to live here because the road network will simply collapse under the pressure.

Joanna Shepherd, Weston Turville, (who already cannot get out onto the Wendover Road in the morning unless 
someone lets her into the stream of solid traffic)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. The development Hampden Fields is raised from around 3111 to at least 3358. The Plan shows no evidence to 
any updated transport assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. The congestion is appalling and 
worsening.  To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. (officer summary)

Respondent: Ms Joanna Shepherd [28438] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have
been raised.  
.D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has
been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
.D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at
least 1,590".
.D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
.D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least
3358"
.D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least
1,000"

I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The
roads are already over-congested, and the plans do nothing which will solve
this. In addition, the continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of
communities close to Aylesbury is being lost.

I do not agree that this plan, as modified, " seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements". Infrastructure is
already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this
plan will make it worse.

Best Regards
Andrew Burnett

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:  In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised.  
D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) has been modified from "around 3111" to "at least
3358"
I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The roads are already over-congested. the 
continued loss of countryside to housing development is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness 
of communities close to Aylesbury is being lost. 
Infrastructure is already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this plan will make it worse. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: HOUSING NO,S D-AGT4 in particular
This whole thing is a complete shambles, it has not been objectively assessed for development and infrasructure
requirements, driving out of Bedgrove in a morning and at all busy times is a nightmare and at most other times too.
The whole network in Aylesbury is already congested, and riding a bike is pretty impossible.Our local green
space is almost zero, and we do not need any more building, a noisy HS2 will not help. D-AGT2 no decisions on
this project taken as yet, but will probably be more congestion.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: HOUSING NO,S D-AGT4 in particular
This whole thing is a complete shambles, it has not been objectively assessed for development and infrasructure
requirements, driving out of Bedgrove in a morning and at all busy times is a nightmare and at most other times too.
The whole network in Aylesbury is already congested, and riding a bike is pretty impossible.Our local green
space is almost zero, and we do not need any more building, a noisy HS2 will not help.

Respondent:   A  Daniels [32698] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.
 

HS2

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed development and infra 
structure requirements.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

Respondent: Mr Richard Makepeace [28660] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

HS2 

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation now or in the future and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed 
development and infra structure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

Respondent: Susan Makepeace [30688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. 

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590". 
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358" 
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We both have to leave for 
work for work much earlier to avoid traffic delays. When there are any roadworks, water leaks, accidents etc. Aylesbury 
literally grinds to a halt. We are also concerned about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic and strongly disagree that this seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision. 
We feel work relating HS2 should not commence until the project has been finally approved, thus avoiding unnecessary 
devastation to the countryside, not to mention wasting vast amounts of money.

If HS2 does not go ahead, AVDC and BCC will not have the ability to fund their desired road system and we strongly 
disagree that this seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. D-AGT4 from "around 3111" 
to "at least 3358" The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any 
updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We are also concerned 
about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Shirley & Raymond Cox [30623] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Attn: The Planning officer for the VALP

Sir / Madam

In addition to my earlier comments about the VALP I would like the following point to the amendments to the VALP to 
be taken into consideration:

Thank you in advance.

Kind regards

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. One would have expected the 
AVDC and BCC to include this major road infrastructure project fully into their plans. However, not only have they have 
deleted the reference from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-
operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that they may "Potentially consider it at 
some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 
at paragraph 7.21).

I am not only disappointed but truly dismayed at this lack of professionalism. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan is the most 
important planning document to be worked on for the coming years. For it to have parts deleted and not to include 
cooperation with the only other infrastructure project in the county beggars belief. The new plans hardly demonstrate 
the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives available.

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Again this demonstrates shoddy work and a woeful lack of respect for the planning process. It seems that the AVDC 
and BCC are not taking this process at all seriously. As a concerned resident I would welcome new housing if it's on 
the basis of a well thought out plan but this demonstrates no respect at all for the existing residents' quality of life, 
especially as regards increased traffic levels. In fact I would go so far as to say this in no way meets "Objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements" which I thought was a prerequisite for any plan.

HS2

AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken. Surely the plan cannot be finalised until HS2 has been finally 
approved? Attempting to push through the plan WITHOUT the funding would show unacceptable disregard regard for 
the impact this would have on residents who will surely then be expected to fund any shortfall through taxes.

Again this in no way attempts to meet "Objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements."

Change to Plan

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Planning Department

I am writing with regard to the newly modified Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I have various comments/concerns, which I 
have detailed below:

1). I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some 
point in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK 
that requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives. 
2). I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 
and D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually 
gives no meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. For example the local plan uses the caveat ''at least 
3358'' houses for D-AGT4. Does this mean that the planning department do not actually know how many houses they 
are planning for/building? If so, it cannot be called a 'plan' as the wording leads one to conclude the housing numbers 
are as yet still unknown and therefore unplanned.

In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. You have not presented anything that gives me confidence with 
regard to both future development of the area or the much needed infrastructure. (The latter is needed now before the 
building of more houses goes ahead).

3). Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead (e.g. the development S/W of Stoke 
Mandeville). As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that both AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned 
developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts.

Kind regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 and 
D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually gives no 
meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for 
purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. 
Infrastructure is needed now before the building of more houses goes ahead. (officer summary)

Respondent: Jennifer kruppa [28405] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Comment on the VALP Main Modifications

In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".
Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no su itable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers,
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003.
I totally disagree that this "has been positively prepared, by seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements". Until a suitable road infrastructure is place, Aylesbury will cease to function. The AVDC
and BCC appear to have no ability to plan effectively (certainly not up till now) for the traffic impact of housing around
Aylesbury.
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been
calculated". That is a nonsense.
It appears that Transport for Bucks (BCC) leaves the ownership of connecting new estate roads to existing main roads 
in
the hands of the developers, who have no idea how to manage this, as on the A41 mid-July 2019, bringing Aylesbury to 
a
standstill for 3 days. AVDC and BCC need to take ownership of t heir planning from beginning to end. Not leave it to
others.
It doesn't work now, and certainly won't in the future!
Finally, HS2. The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered so I totally disagree that this "has 
been
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" as the AVDC
and BCC cannot possibly know what is going to happen!
Your Faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no suitable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be 
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers, 
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003. 
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been 
calculated". That is a nonsense.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Brian Tattam [30195] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs

Comment on the VALP main Modifications

Having read through the main modifications to the VALP, there are several areas which I think really do not make any 
sense:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway

This is a huge government-funded infrastructure project, which we are told will be the catalyst for development of 
housing between the two cities.
Surely there must be a duty on local authorities to factor such projects into their local plans?
However, the modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) 
and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph
7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? A great deal of taxpayers' money will be spent on this project, yet 
AVDC is turning away from the opportunities that it brings for properly planned development. This demonstrates a 
complete lack of joined-up strategic thinking.
The modified Plan can't be justified as the most appropriate strategy when you compare it to reasonable alternatives - 
which must include a consideration of the Expressway.

Housing numbers

In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed. This 
indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:

1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

HS2

Area D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's 
proposed road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. Where would that leave AVDC's plans? The Oakervee report has 
not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet.
It cannot be possible to approve the Plan unless and until there is a decision on HS2.

Conclusion

The whole thing just looks as though it has been cobbled together by amateurs in an attempt to get round the 
Inspector's very valid concerns. It ignores the existence of one major infrastructure project and relies on the delivery of 
a second one that may yet be cancelled. It's a very poor piece of work. Aylesbury deserves better than this.

Yours faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed.
This indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against
infrastructure and development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I
would have thought must required if the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:
D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: 1) 
Housing and Infrastructure; especially road
networks

I am perplexed by the
modifications regarding housing. In particular, the housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
or, at the very least, there is now provision for significant increases. (Some,
eg D-AGT4 are actual significant increases.) 

In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

It is difficult to understand
how this can be regarded as positively prepared planning. What is proposed
seems to demonstrate a complete lack of objective assessment.

2) 
Modified Plan Reliant on HS2

It appears that at least some
of the housing development proposals (specifically that defined as D-AGT2) is
contingent upon the HS2 project proceeding, and proceeding to plan in its
present from. This is still far from certain. It is unclear how a key part of
the plan can be dependent on something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

Respondent: Mr R H Garside [32828] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: 1. Inadequacy of plan to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements

I see that, in the modified Plan, the housing numbers for several large developments have been increased:
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

Despite this, the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already heavily congested, and the town centre is prone to gridlock and 
massive knock-on effects whenever there is a small issue in another nearby area (as recent experiences with burst 
water mains have shown - see articles at https://www.bucksherald.co.uk/news/updated-thames-water-apologises-after-
aylesbury-traffic-gridlock-following-burst-water-main-749861 or https://www.mix96.co.uk/news/local/2159450/burst-
water-main-causes-aylesbury-gridlock/ for examples). The A41 Aston Clinton Road in particular now has enormous 
tailbacks for traffic travelling in an westerly direction virtually every weekday morning. This is not an issue of capacity 
on the A41 itself; it is indicative of too much traffic reaching bottleneck junctions at they enter the town centre (caused 
in no small part by all the traffic light controlled junctions that have been added in recent years, which I understand 
were put in place so as to accommodate heavy traffic from Arla lorries which would have been unable to pass 
effectively through the otherwise efficiently-functioning roundabouts that had until that point been in place and working 
well for many years). 

Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, I do not have confidence that AVDC or BCC 
have planned effectively for the effects on traffic of housing in this area. I would disagree that the modified plan seeks 
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

2. Unreasonable expectations of the public during the consultation process

While I don't doubt that the consultation process itself probably complies with the statutory obligations, I would query 
whether there really has been a true effort to engage the public in this important local matter. Specifically, there 
appears to have been very little publicity relating to the revised plan and, speaking personally, had I not heard about it 
via the Hampden Fields Action Group newsletter this December with 15 days to go until the expiry of the consultation 
period, I'm not sure I would have heard about it at all. 

Out of curiosity, I downloaded the two main consultation documents, converted them to Microsoft Word format, and 
performed a word count. The results were as follows:
* Local plan (proposed submission): 107,808 words spanning 313 pages.
* Local plan (proposed main modifications): 111,874 words spanning 222 pages.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: * D-AGT1 has been modified from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

 
Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, no confidence that Councils planned effectively 
for the traffic effects  Disagree that the modified plan meets objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Respondent: Mr Paul Paul Sypko [28599] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?
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Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

What do you make of this?
What are BCC's and AVDC's plans to manage the vast increase in the traffic impact of housing will have in this area? 
Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. On top of this, the increased demand for Chiltern 
Railways will be unmanageable. The station car parks are already full and the trains cannot cope with current demand.

I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. 

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made.

Again, I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 

I wish for my objections to be recorded and duly considered.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Housing numbers for developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has raised housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2  from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3  from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4  from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. Increased demand for Chiltern Railways 
unmanageable. 
Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made on HS2.

Respondent: Keith Ware [32910] Agent: N/A
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Sound?
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Full Text:  The full text is attached. See attachment.

Change to Plan See attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whilst we support the housing requirement increase, this should be expressed as a minimum to ensure that the Plan is 
flexible enough to respond to changing needs. We note that the Council have revisited and upped the capacities for 
sites at Aylesbury. We support the recognition that sites at Aylesbury are capable of accommodating more growth. We 
feel that the Main Modifications could have gone further by seeking to make additional allocation(s) in proximity to 
Aylesbury. In light of this, our clients site 'Land South West of Weston Turville' should be further considered as an 
additional allocation.

Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Wetherill) [29618] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Weston Turville - Main Mods - Response form.pdf

Main Modifications Consultation - Final with appendices_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: The following are my comments on the VALP Main Modifications:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway:
I am disappointed that this has not had more focus so that we can begin to understand exactly how the impact of this is 
being assessed since it appears to be one of the major investments promised by the new government. More effort 
should have been put into assessing the strategic implications of the Expressway and planning ahead for a number of 
realistic alternatives to ensure a sound result.

Housing Numbers:
The increase in housing numbers for large developments raises the question of the modifications required in 
Aylesbury's over-congested road network to cope with these.  I can see no evidence of these. In the case of Hampden 
Fields development this has moved from an initial 3,000 to "around 3,111" and now to "at least 3,358". I find the 
process and result confusing - on the one hand we use words such as "around" and "at least" indicating a degree of 
approximation and on the other hand precise numbers such as 1,757 / 3,358. Net result I must question the soundness 
of the process. In the case of Hampden Fields, I worry that this creep from the original 3,000 to 3,358 affects the value 
of the traffic analysis used in the Hampden Fields proposals and the capability of the proposed infrastructure to cope 
with these increases.

HS2:
Like most people in this part of Bucks, given the changes in costs and benefits of HS2, I am waiting on the decision as 
to whether this project will go ahead, in what form and on what timescale.
Given the significance of this, I maintain that it will be unsound to proceed with the present VLAP until this decision has 
been made and the impacts have been assessed and incorporated. 

If cancelled or radically changed then without the funds for our local road system included in the HS2 proposal I believe 
that AVDC/BCC will be unable to fund their plans. i.e the VLAP as it stands has not been prepared to meet objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements under these differing conditions.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing Numbers:
 I can see no evidence of these. In the case of Hampden Fields development this has moved from an initial 3,000 to 
"around 3,111" and now to "at least 3,358". I find the process and result confusing - on the one hand we use words 
such as "around" and "at least" indicating a degree of approximation and on the other hand precise numbers such as 
1,757 / 3,358.  In the case of Hampden Fields, I worry that this creep from the original 3,000 to 3,358 affects the value 
of the traffic analysis used.

Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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VALP Main Modifications

O - 3527 - 28877 - MM055 - None

3527 Object

MM055VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Inspector,

Housing Numbers:

The changes to the plan increases the proposed housing numbers of several large developments, however there is no 
evidence of any updated Transport Assessment to take this into account. How can we be confident of the networks 
capacity to absorb these further increases?
For example with reference to D - AGT4 (which includes Hampden Fields) the numbers have increased from around 
3111 to at least 3358 which is almost an 8% increase. The planning application for Hampden Fields was for 3,000 
houses which is what the Transport Assessment was based on, which is an increase very nearly 12%.
A further 12% increase of traffic is of great concern in an already congested road network.

Yours sincerely,

Peter and Jane Chilman.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The changes to the plan increases the proposed housing numbers of several large developments, however there is no 
evidence of any updated Transport Assessment to take this into account. How can we be confident of the networks 
capacity to absorb these further increases?
For example with reference to D - AGT4 (which includes Hampden Fields) the numbers have increased from around 
3111 to at least 3358 which is almost an 8% increase. The planning application for Hampden Fields was for 3,000 
houses which is what the Transport Assessment was based on, which is an increase very nearly 12%. A further 12% 
increase of traffic is of great concern in an already congested road network.

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Peter & Jane Chilman [28877] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: 1. The modification to the Plan increases the proposed housing
numbers by 7% (from 'around 3111' to 'at least 3358'). Yet there is
no evidence of any updated transport assessment that gives
confidence in the network's capacity to absorb this increase. (It is
worth noting that the existing Transport Assessment for the
planning application for Hampden Fields was based on a still lower
housing figure ("up to 3,000"). As the Inspector will be aware, a
10% uplift of traffic in an already congested space is of serious
concern.
2. The proposed Southern Link Road through this site, rated as
'critical' and costing >£17m (MM210) is not mentioned anywhere
at all in this section. Such a lack of 'joined up thinking' is a
significant error in the modified Plan.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3559 - 32529 - MM057 - None

3559 Object

MM057VALP Main Modifications

-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC.

We have taken this opportunity to set out some outstanding concerns and suggested amendments that BCC would like 
to see addressed in the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include revisions to MM275 to address the 
soundness of the modification, additions to MM076 to improve site connectivity and consideration to the compliance 
with the NPPF.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3560 - 32529 - MM061 - None

3560 Support

MM061VALP Main Modifications

alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).

We have taken this opportunity to set out some outstanding concerns and suggested amendments that BCC would like 
to see addressed in the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include revisions to MM275 to address the 
soundness of the modification, additions to MM076 to improve site connectivity and consideration to the compliance 
with the NPPF.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: MM063
Transport Strategy
a.- sentence does not finish.

We have taken this opportunity to set out some outstanding concerns and suggested amendments that BCC would like 
to see addressed in the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include revisions to MM275 to address the 
soundness of the modification, additions to MM076 to improve site connectivity and consideration to the compliance 
with the NPPF.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2795 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Factually, the houses are in Halton Parish and it will close in 2026

Change to Plan In terms of Halton, approximately 1,000 homes will come forward during the Plan period at RAF Halton Camp after its 
closure in 2026

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Factually, the houses are in Halton Parish and it will close in 2026

Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Given the evidence used to justify the removal of BUC051 and other potential future sites, then it is no longer possible 
to claim that Buckingham is the second most sustainable site, as there is little potential for future growth to sustain 
services, if sites cannot come forward due to traffic problems. The new evidence does not demonstrate sufficiently why 
these two sites will not impact on the traffic in Buckingham.
 BTC would also refer to previous representations to the original consultation as to the lack of popular support for these 
sites.

Change to Plan Reinstatement of 300 homes at site BUC 051 or removal of all allocates sites from Buckingham pending further traffic 
modelling.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: Given the evidence used to justify the removal of BUC051 and other potential future sites, then it is no longer possible 
to claim that Buckingham is the second most sustainable site, as there is little potential for future growth to sustain 
services, if sites cannot come forward due to traffic problems. The new evidence does not demonstrate sufficiently why 
these two sites will not impact on the traffic in Buckingham.
 BTC would also refer to previous representations to the original consultation as to the lack of popular support for these 
sites.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2972 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We object to new Policy D2 ' Delivering site allocations in the rest of the district' on the basis that site WIN003 Land 
south of Buckingham Road is not included within the list of residential allocations. WIN003 should be allocated for 
residential development for the following reasons:  

- Contribution to District Housing Needs - The VALP initially proposed to identify land within Winslow for some 585 
additional homes, all within one site outside the existing settlement boundary situated at land east of B4033, Great 
Horwood Road (WIN001). The proposed main modifications seek to reduce this allocation to only 315 additional 
homes. This is to reflect the capacity the site offers. WIN001 has recently been the subject of an outline planning 
application for 120 dwellings at Old Brickyard Farm, Great Horwood Road submitted by Land and Partners. Gladman 
has also submitted two separate outline applications for the reminder of the site for 215/235 houses respectively. The 
latter application for 235 homes is currently being appealed against non-determination. Given the above, it has become 
clear that the site capacity (if approved) is much lower than originally thought.  Given Winslow is identified as one of the 
strategic settlements, it is considered that another site should be allocated to make up the shortfall. 

- The location of WIN003 is highly sustainable within easy walking distance of Winslow Town Centre and adjacent to a 
school and proposed new station. Government policy seeks to encourage high density residential development in 
sustainable locations such as transport hubs.

- Residential use of the subject site is more compatible with other uses namely the school and station.

- The site offers the ability to provide a mix of dwelling types and tenures including a high proportion of 
affordable/starter homes.

- The land is already an identified development plot (and has been so for 15 years) and is fully serviced and available.

- There is no shortage of employment land in the District. Paragraph 3.13 of the Draft VALP states that the Council 
currently has an oversupply of over 100ha of employment land. Indeed, Government policy strongly encourages 
Council's to reallocate land where it is not likely to come forward for its allocated use.   Further evidence of the lack of 
need for employment land in Winslow is demonstrated by the reallocation of WIN020 from employment to housing for 
the elderly.

- The site has been substantially marketed for 10 years without any success.  

- The site has no technical or environmental constraints that would prevent residential development.  

In light of the above, we support the Proposed Modifications which reallocates site WIN020 for elderly accommodation 
under new Policy H6b and reduces housing numbers on site WIN001, but would consequently ask the Council and the 
Inspector to reallocate site WIN003 from employment use to residential use to help towards meeting the District's 
housing needs.

Change to Plan Inclusion of WIN003 land south of Buckingham Road, Winslow as a residential site.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: We support the Proposed Modifications which reallocates site WIN020 for elderly accommodation under new Policy 
H6b and reduces housing numbers on site WIN001, but would consequently ask the Council and the Inspector to 
reallocate site WIN003 from employment use to residential use to help towards meeting the District's housing needs.

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845] Agent: Delta Planning (Maria Sheridan) [29890]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2988 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan Please view the attached form.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: MM070 There is a new Policy D2 'Delivering site allocations in the rest of the district' on
p124 of the modified Plan. MM080 This refers also to a different Policy D2 which is actually
Policy D3 in the Modified Plan.
The apparent exclusion of 'agricultural buildings' from being converted (or developed) to
residential is contrary to the GDPO Class Q (15.4.15) which allows conversion up to 5 units
in former agricultural buildings.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S - 3014 - 32735 - MM070 - None

3014 Support

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Crest Nicholson fully support the new policy D2 that includes D-WHA001 Shenley Park in the list of major strategic 
sites that are allocated for development.

Please also see document 32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4 supporting this representation.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Crest Nicholson fully support the new policy D2 that includes D-WHA001 Shenley Park in the list of major strategic 
sites that are allocated for development.

Please also see document 32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4 supporting this representation.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3040 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As Chair of The Mill Residents' Association, Water Eaton (350 homes) and representing the Consortium of Bletchley 
Residents' Associations (COBRA), we wish to object to the new policy and supporting text MM070 re sites adjacent to 
Milton Keynes - D-NLV001 Salden Chase and D-WHA001 in particular.  We to do not consider inclusion of these sites 
to be sound on the following grounds:
Justification: Inclusion of Shenley Park and Salden Chase cannot be the most appropriate strategy when considered 
against reasonable alternatives.  There is insufficient evidence that reasonable alternatives have been discounted.
Effectiveness and Compliance with National Policy: The Plan for North East Aylesbury Vale is not based on effective 
joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities where the burden of infrastructure delivery will be placed almost 
entirely on Milton Keynes.  These modifications fail in their sensitivity to the local character, create an unreasonable 
additional burden on the neighbouring authority, and do not meet the NPPF requirements for sustainability. 
The delegated decision process for Salden Chase has not yet been resolved and it should be excluded from the VALP.  
Negotiations between Planning Officers between LPAs has demonstrated that AVDC fails to consider the full 
implications of such developments on its neighbour and has little respect for the unique character and ethos of Milton 
Keynes.  The ability to demonstrate compliance with its Duty to Co-operate is therefore highly questionable.

Change to Plan Removal of D-WHA001 Shenley Park and D-NLV001 Salden Chase from the Plan.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: We call into question the soundness of proposed sites adjacent to Milton Keynes on grounds of justification, 
effectiveness and compliance with national policy.  We ask that a Public Enquiry be re-opened to examine the evidence 
used to support development on the Milton Keynes boundary and to consider viable alternatives.

Respondent: Liz Rawlinson [30622] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3222 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the proposed Main Modifications MM070, MM071, MM075 and, importantly, MM076, which have all been 
made in respect of 'Shenley Park (WHA001). My objection is based on the following key points:-

1. Shenley Park was only included at this late stage by way of 'modification'. It is, however, evident that AVDC's 
decision to prefer Shenley Park over the two competing sites (Eaton Leys & Salden Chase) was taken without allowing 
for a full hearing of the parties affected by the proposed site allocation. This lack of consultation denied Whaddon 
Parish Council and local residents the opportunity to properly examine, scrutinize and discuss Shenley Park and its 
impact. Importantly, this also prevented a due & proper comparison testing of the three potential allocation sites. This is 
unfair and the modifications are not adequately justified. I ask the Inspector to open a further hearing session at the 
end of the consultation period to rectify this defect, which could otherwise render the final plan unsound and therefore, 
potentially, unlawful.

2. The proposed modifications were made by AVDC without complying with its 'Duty to Co- operate' with the adjoining 
authority (being MKC). Whilst AVDC stated that it kept MKC informed, no records or minutes have been provided to 
evidence effective discussions or proper joint working. It was acknowledged by MKC at the Full Council Meeting on 23 
Oct 2019 that a failure to cooperate had occurred. This breach of Government guidelines and national policy may affect 
the soundness of the plan. I therefore ask the Inspector to re- open the hearing sessions to allow AVDC to adequately 
respond.

2.1. This failure to cooperate is particularly concerning as the AVDC Local Plan fails to take into account the strategies 
stated in the MKC Local Plan, in particular in terms of MK's proposed development areas, infrastructure, accessibility 
and biodiversity aims. This casts serious doubt on the effectiveness of the AVDC Local Plan where it is not aligned with 
the MKC Local Plan.

2.2. Further issues arise in respect of the proposed distribution of S106 payments, or indeed the complete lack of 
discussion regarding CIL payments. All three proposed sites are located in immediate proximity of Milton Keynes. As a 
result, residents will primarily use MK's public services, in particular for healthcare, policing, ambulance, fire services, 
education etc. This was even acknowledged in the proposed modification MM076. Yet, the AVDC Local Plan fails to 
address or mitigate the respective strain on MK's infrastructure. In fact, there is a fundamental mismatch between the 
two local authorities' treatment of developer's contributions: Whilst MKC operates a tariff system under the CIL regime 
(with a guaranteed amount paid per dwelling), AVDC have not yet started preparing for the adoption of CIL; this is only 
expected to commence after the Local Plan is adopted. Instead, AVDC rely on the S106 method which is open to 
developer debate and challenge, therefore potentially delaying the Local Plan's delivery.
And yet, this discrepancy was not remedied by way of 'proper joint working'. I therefore ask the Inspector to re-open the 
hearing to allow for full discussion of the above points.

3. AVDC uses the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as main evidence for its decision to favour Shenley Park over suitable 
alternatives at Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. However, it appears that the SA fails to adequately discuss and appraise 
some important aspects of Shenley Park in terms of landscape, traffic & highways and biodiversity, therefore casting 
serious doubt on the completeness and effectiveness of the document. Importantly, the document completely omits the 
importance of the North Bucks Way (Bridleway). This is not justified. Without duly considering the importance of this 
ancient landscape boundary, natural habitat and wildlife corridor, the report's soundness is seriously jeopardised, in 
particular its reasoning and conclusions regarding the sites' landscape and biodiversity aspects. I therefore urge the 
Inspector to re-open the hearing to be able to adequately discuss and assess the impact of interrupting the North 
Bucks Way by the proposed grid road extensions.

Change to Plan Modifications MM07, MM071, MM075 & MM076 need to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP 
occurs. Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement 
for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury 
Vale - thereby helping that towns' sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object to MM070, MM071, MM075 and MM076 (in respect of 'Shenley Park') given that:-
1) The modifications were made without due consultation of the affected parties, thereby preventing a proper 
comparison testing of the three potential sites (Eaton Leys, Salden Chase & Shenley Park).
2) AVDC failed to comply with its 'Duty to Cooperate' with the adjoining local authority MKC in terms of i) local planning 
aims, and ii) developer's contributions.
3) The Sustainability Appraisal appears to be incomplete, jeopardising the report's soundness and validity of its 
conclusions.

Respondent: Miss Marlen Lawrenz [32878] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3255 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to appropriate 
modifications.

I think the public examination (PE) should be reopened.

The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first. (MM007,010,076)

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot 
cope.(MM007,010,076)

I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale. (MM13,014,031)

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress (MM070,076)

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 
(MM076)

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' (MM072 to076)

In respect of Newton Longville I ask for the PE to be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Jill Mead 

Newton Longville resident.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress

Respondent: Jill Mead [30960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The final vacation and disposal date for RAF Halton is 2025.

Respondent: Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29946 Watson, Jennifer - JLL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Oxford-Cambridge Express Way

Sitting here as a retired engineer I can well understand the concept of an Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. We 
desperately need to stop the continuing focus on the M25/M4 corridors and transport around London. A belt of new 
infrastructure joining Oxford, Bicester/Banbury, Milton Keynes, Bedford and Cambridge sitting between London and the 
Midlands would be an ideal solution. If HS2 goes ahead there will be a new natural centre of communications in the 
area where it crosses the proposed expressway. Aylesbury, sitting midway between the M25 corridor and the 
expressway, must have a clear strategy as to how it is to integrate itself into this new concept or it will be left behind. I 
don't see Aylesbury ever enticing major employers into the area unless things change dramatically. Already we can see 
the early signs of what an expressway could be by looking at the local growth in the Bicester/Banbury area (M40) and 
Milton Keynes (M1). Also the recent fast communications between Milton Keynes, Bedford and the A1. With this 
already happening and the concept of a fully integrated expressway on the horizon, I cannot see Aylesbury benefitting 
from this with its poor road and rail communications in all directions. The VALP gives no indication of the way forward 
and this lack of vision is certainly not "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable 
alternatives". As of its local road system, anything will be just "too little, too late". Our local roads provide little 
enticement to prospective work creating investors. I hate to say this, but I don't see a future Aylesbury Garden Town 
but just a massive housing estate in no man's land where most of its workforce travel north, south, east or west on 
second class roads to places of employment.

Housing Numbers

Firstly, I wish to complain at the "innocent" way in which the housing numbers have been modified. In all instances this 
has changed from "around" to "at least". This is truly dishonest as if necessary it could be interpreted as changing from 
"around" to "unlimited" and this is totally unacceptable. No housing plan should have such freedom without continuing 
reference to other local needs and protections.
Secondly (and here I am sure I'm speaking on behalf of most of Aylesbury's residents) I have no faith in the council's 
local traffic strategy. With all the proposed house building, a clear strategy is needed but all we get is "too little, too 
late" tactical solutions. Because there are no strategic funds available (or perhaps no will to fight for them) we are left to 
resort to a series of S106 agreements which are used to force house developers to pay for a series of linked estate 
roads which do not constitute a fast efficient route round or in and out of Aylesbury. I accept the need for S106 
agreements to supply local benefits but abhor how they are being used to supply strategic solutions. Strategic needs 
should be borne by the community as a whole, not just by the subset of house on a new housing development. My two 
eldest grandsons will soon be looking for starter homes in Aylesbury and if the house costs are increased by totally 
unfair S106 agreements I will not be very happy. In summary, the VALP traffic plan claim to be "positively prepared by 
seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" is a fairy-tale.

HS2 and D-AGT2

Yet again, we have the flamboyant claim "has been positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements". These claims must come from some official local government handbook 
of fatuous phrases. If D-AGT2 is it be built it should stand on its own merits with strategic needs borne strategically as 
outlined above. Even before the recent HS2 delays it was unlikely that the developments would coincide. As it is I fear 
for the new residents who may find their lives, after nicely settling in for a couple of years, totally disrupted by the 
construction of HS2.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Firstly, I wish to complain at the "innocent" way in which the housing numbers have been modified. In all instances this 
has changed from "around" to "at least". This is truly dishonest as if necessary it could be interpreted as changing from 
"around" to "unlimited" and this is totally unacceptable. No housing plan should have such freedom without continuing 
reference to other local needs and protections.

Respondent: Pete Shaw [32888] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3366 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3366 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan Amendment of sites included in Policy D2 to exclude BUC043, BUC046, MM006
OR
addition to list of sites of BUC051 and BUC025

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025.
2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily:
* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or
* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions 
3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070).

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: This representation addresses MM070 and the consequential text to Policy D2 set out in MM071. It should also be read 
alongside our representations to MM007.

Pegasus object to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park.

Whilst supporting the strategy of concentrating the additional development required in the AVLP around the southern 
and south western edges of Milton Keynes, an objection is made to the reliance on one site of approximately 1,150 
dwellings.

Pegasus have also objected to the Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal (ED204) and the selection of only three 
reasonable alternatives to meet the housing shortfall in this location on the edge of Milton Keynes. It is not clear on 
what basis these three sites were selected, it appears that their choice was because they are of a strategic scale and 
can contribute to meeting infrastructure requirements.

However, smaller sites may make contributions to infrastructure in accordance with the NPPF para 56.

The objection is justified on the grounds that there are other alternatives which should have been assessed and 
secondly providing a range and choice of sites in accordance with paragraph 68 of the NPPF will support the 5 year 
housing land supply. (It should be noted that there are already issues with the delivery of the proposed allocation at 
Salden Chase - whilst it has a resolution to grant planning permission by AVDC, the issue is that the highway access is 
required from Milton Keynes roads and MC Council have recently refused access).

Having reviewed the transport evidence in particular ED214C and ED215A it is considered that the transport evidence 
does not necessarily support the Proposed Modifications to the Plan.

- The "Do Minimum" Scenario, which it is assumed does not include any development allocated around MK e.g. Salden 
Chase, identifies that there will be significant impact on traffic congestion in both the AM and PM Peaks along the A421 
corridor within Aylesbury Vale district. Alternatively the roads further south such as Stoke Road and the A4146 show 
that there would be either a slight or moderate impact on traffic congestion in the DM scenario.

- Despite this AVDC have not only proposed to allocate 1,855 dwellings at Salden Chase, which is accessed directly off 
the A421, but now also propose about 1,150 dwellings at Shenley Park, which is also accessed directly off the A421.

- As a result it is perhaps not a great surprise that with the various "Do Something" Scenarios involving further new 
development along the A421 the traffic congestion gets worse along the A421 and on adjoining roads such as 
Coddimore Lane, which is the road to Whaddon. Furthermore the increases in traffic congestion extends into the Milton 
Keynes boundary.

- Alternatively roads to the south such as Stoke Road and the A4146 do not appear to be impacted significantly by 
traffic congestions under the various Do-Something modelling scenarios and in particular the scenario which includes 
an additional 1,200 dwellings at Eaton Leys rather than further development adjacent to the A421 such as Salden 
Chase Extension or Shenley Park. This would seem to suggest that this southern transport corridor has a greater 
capacity to accept additional development. Furthermore, the attached transport note produced by Buckinghamshire 
County Council (ED215A) confirms that the scenario "DS4" involving no development at Shenley Park and 1,200 units 
at Eaton Leys has the least impact on the Buckinghamshire roads of all the scenarios. In addition, the note also 
confirms that Highways England have informally said that the proposed improvements to the A5 and A5 roundabout 
(which are of course to the south of MK) should be able to accommodate the additional potential development options 
around Milton Keynes.

- Lastly the above is all confirmed within section 6.2 of the Summary and Conclusions of ED214C, where is clearly 
states that of the development options assessed Eaton Leys has the least impact on traffic in the NE of the Aylesbury 
Vale district.

It is considered that Policy D2 should be amended to include land west of Newton Leys (this can be in addition to the 
other sites such as part of Shenley Park or part of Eaton Leys in recognition of the need to provide a range and choice 
of sites to ensure delivery in the plan period and acknowledging that there are already delays to the Salden Chase 
strategic allocation following the refusal to grant permission for highway access by Milton Keynes Council).

As a consequence other sites do not have to deliver as many dwellings in the plan period. By including land west of 
Newton Leys the housing requirement can be met and housing delivery can be maintained.

Summary: Object to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park to meet needs in the north east of the district.

Object to the site selection process - see reps on MM007

Land West of Newton Leys should be allocated for 400 dwellings (the HELAA fails to take account of new evidence for 

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]
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Change to Plan Pegasus seek a change to the proposed modification so that an additional site is included - land west of Newton Leys, 
Milton Keynes for approximately 400 dwellings.

Policy D2 Delivery site allocations in the rest of the district - should be amended to include land west of Newton Leys 
(this can be in addition to the other additional sites such as part of Shenley Park or part of Eaton Leys in recognition of 
the need to provide a range and choice of sites to ensure delivery in the plan period and acknowledging that there are 
already delays to the Salden Chase strategic allocation following the refusal to grant permission for highway access by 
Milton Keynes Council).

As a consequence other sites do not have to deliver as many dwellings in the plan period, such an approach reduces 
the risk of the strategic site not coming forward as soon as anticipated, spreads the risk and supports housing delivery.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

land west of Newton Leys yet assessments for other sites have been updated).

Transport evidence identifies that there will be significant impact on traffic congestion along the A421 corridor yet 
AVDC have allocated Salden Chase and Shenley Park, which both access off the A421. The southern transport 
corridor (Stoke Road and A4146) has a greater capacity to accept additional development.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: In July 2017, Milton Keynes Council (MKC) adopted Plan:MK, the local plan for the area. As part of the evidence 
gathering to support to preparation of the plan, a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) for the period 2016-
2031 was carried out. The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing 
numbers to be delivered through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham. 
Consequently, the following main modifications should be amended as follows:

Change to Plan Delete from new policy D2 "D-NLV001 Salden Chase" and "D-WHA001 Shenley Park"

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing numbers to be delivered 
through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham.

Respondent: West Bletchley Council (Sir/ Madam ) [32806] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: Main Modifications MM070 and MM071 refer to Allocation Ref: NLV001 as 'Salden Chase'. The SWMK Consortium's 
representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Plan (PSVALP) requested that the site should be called 
South West Milton Keynes - see Rep Id. 2289. The site name of South West Milton Keynes is consistent with the 
planning application for the proposed development. South West Milton Keynes also accurately reflects the location of 
the site, and is consistent with the name given to the proposed urban extension on the eastern edge of Milton Keynes 
in Plan:MK i.e. South East Milton Keynes.

The name 'Salden Chase' related to a much larger urban extension, and as such it is confusing and inaccurate to 
continue to use it. The Council's response to the Inspector's Question 62 [Doc Ref. ED100] confirmed that all future 
references to Allocation Ref. NLV001 would be changed to South West Milton Keynes, however that previous response 
is not reflected in the proposed main modifications.
 
It is requested that all references to 'Salden Chase' in PSVALP are changed to South West Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan It is requested that all references to 'Salden Chase' in PSVALP are changed to South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The name 'Salden Chase' related to a much larger urban extension, and as such it is confusing and inaccurate to 
continue to use it. The Council's response to the Inspector's Question 62 [Doc Ref. ED100] confirmed that all future 
references to Allocation Ref. NLV001 would be changed to South West Milton Keynes, however that previous response 
is not reflected in the proposed main modifications.
 
It is requested that all references to 'Salden Chase' in PSVALP are changed to South West Milton Keynes.

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3497 - 32962 - MM070 - ii, iii

3497 Object

MM070VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: The Council's conclusions on the approach to proposed Modifications to Policy D2 do not indicate that a broader 
assessment of the spatial strategy for North East Aylesbury Vale has been undertaken. Specifically, no account 
appears to be taken of future infrastructure investment, including the delivery of East-West Rail.
As a result, the proposed spatial strategy for North East Aylesbury Vale cannot be considered the most appropriate 
strategy, compared against other reasonable alternatives (including our client's strategic opportunity at Park Manor) in 
accordance with the requirements of Paragraph 182 of the NPPF2012.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf
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Full Text: See attachments

Change to Plan Policy D2 
Add "Newton Longville" to description of D-NLV001 
Add " Whaddon" to description of D-WHA001
Add "Buckingham" to description of D-BUC046 
Add "Haddenham" to description of the D-HAD007
Add "Winslow" to description of D- WIN001
Add "Cuddington" to description of D-CDN001 & D-CDN003
Add "Ickford" to description D-ICK004
Add "Maids Morton" to description of D-MMO006

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: To avoid possible confusion some of the site descriptions in Policy D2 should be made fuller and consistent.

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29224 Vowles, David - form 1 - 18 Nov 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 2 - 2 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - AVDC typed version.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments

Change to Plan Insert the following immediately after "D -QUA 014-016 Land at Station Road, Quainton" in the new policy D2:- 
"Pending a full review of the Plan further sites of between 5 and 50 dwellings each, totalling 1500 dwellings, will be 
identified before March 2023 in the rest of the district, including in new or reviewed neighbourhood plans, for 
development after March 2025. 

[Officer addition - see table at end of original submission - form 2]

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iii, iv

Summary: Provision should be made in the Plan for the identification, by March 2023, of additional sites for development after 
March 2025 in the rest of the district outside Aylesbury. Each of these sites should be capable of accommodating 
between 5 & 50 dwellings and yield a total of 1500 dwellings.

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29224 Vowles, David - form 2 - 2 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 1 - 18 Nov 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - AVDC typed version.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Barwood welcome the amendments to the VALP and the inclusion of a new paragraph 4.109 which now acknowledges 
that North East Aylesbury Vale "forms its own category in the settlement hierarchy". 

This is a positive step which Barwood consider to reflect the role that this part of AVDC plays (as distinct from the wider 
District) on the edge of Milton Keynes. Furthermore, this approach also reflects the wider strategic significance of this 
area, for example its potential role in the CaMKOx corridor and the relationship with the Milton Keynes housing Market 
Area (as referred to in the Inspector's Interim Findings).

Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Murray-Cox, David - Turley for Barwood Development_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: VALP Proposed Main Modifications - Representations on behalf of FCC Environment:
Enter your full representation here:
Fundamental to a plan being justified and sound is that it is based on proportionate and up to date evidence that looks 
at reasonable alternatives (NPPF, paras 31 & 35). AVDC has singularly ignored this requirement, in allocating land at 
Shenley Park for at least 1,150 homes, 110-bed care home/extra care and associated
services & infrastructure. This is a large greenfield site, currently in agricultural use, parts of which are highly sensitive 
in landscape terms. The Council's 'Landscape & Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment,'
(2019), states that "Development within the western part of the northern parcel would be seen as extending
the development edge [of Milton Keynes] to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of
development into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape," (para 5.1.25 of ED201A). Despite
this negative assessment the Council has nonetheless decided to allocate the whole site for development,
with the north-westernmost corner actually being contiguous with a part of the Whaddon Conservation Area.
The effect of this allocation would therefore, if adopted, be to cause the coalescence of Milton Keynes with
Whaddon and would also involve development crossing the landscape ridge that has hitherto defined the
built-up edge of Milton Keynes. The Final Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
version 4 (Jan 2017) also described the Shenley Park site as "highly sensitive in landscape/visual impact
terms so the scale, layout and form of development, will be very important," (Site ref: WHA001 p.253).
Development of Shenley Park would result in the loss of an extensive area of greenfield land (99ha) that
contributes to the character and beauty of the 'Whaddon Chase' countryside and is of some value for its
agricultural use.
Despite the significant detrimental effects that would arise from this proposed allocation, the Council has not
made any assessment of the potential of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, near Newton Longville. This 
site is located adjacent to the southern edge of Bletchley town and a substantial part was
formerly occupied by the Newton Longville Brickworks. Despite the fact that part of the former Brickworks site is 
allocated for employment-use redevelopment in the adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
(AVDLP) (2004) and another part has an extant consent for further employment-use redevelopment, surprisingly, the 
Council state in their 2017 HELAA that it is: "unsuitable - the site is in the open countryside separate from Newton 
Longville and Bletchley" and states that "development would be likely to have an adverse landscape & visual impact" 
(Site ref: NLV029).
That assessment conclusion is unsound on three grounds:
1. The site is adjoined by a ribbon of ten residential properties fronting Bletchley Road, which were originally associated 
with the former brickworks, and have the character of an urban terrace extending south from the built edge of Bletchley 
town and the soon to be reopened East-West rail line connecting
Bicester with Milton Keynes;
2. The Council has a long history of identifying the site as suitable for redevelopment. In 1995 the Council approved a 
Planning Brief for the Newton Longville Brickworks, which identified the former brickworks
as having: "potential for employment development" and also stated that: "this area could also be suitable for some low 
value/bad neighbour uses, provided they cause no significant nuisance to nearby residents" (p14). Subsequently, in the 
Local Plan 2004, parts of the former brickworks were allocated for employment use under policy RA.34. Subsequently, 
the Council granted planning permission for
erection of a single-storey modular office building with associated car parking and landscaping (15/00235/APP) on the 
southern part of the FCC Environment land; installation and use of a leachate treatment plant (09/20001/AWD); and 
planning permission has also been granted for the area
adjoining its northern boundary for temporary use for a construction compound incorporating storage area, site offices 
and car parking (18/04521/APP) associated with the re-opening of East-West rail;
3. The FCC site does not have the character of countryside, as it contains the remains of the former industrial use 
including access roads & hard standings. It is also very well screened by mature trees, 25 October 2019
so is not visible from the countryside to the south or west and would not therefore have a detrimental landscape impact. 
The assessment that the site is in the open countryside is therefore wrong. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
Council's own assessment of what it refers to as NLV024 in its 2017 HEELA, which relates to the part of the FCC 
Environment land furthest from Bletchley and therefore most likely to impact on the character of the  countryside. That 
assessment describes the NLV024 land as suitable for employment and acknowledges that it has granted planning 
permission for 645m2 of employment in a modular office building in this location.
Unlike Shenley Park, the previously developed FCC Environment land in Bletchley Road is currently unused, so is not 
being used efficiently or most effectively. Therefore leaving it as it is would not accord with NPPF
advice, which states that planning policies should: "give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land 
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, 
degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land" (para 118 c) and
to "promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 
identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained," (para 118 d).
Despite the imperative need to make suitable use of the FCC Environment land opportunities at Bletchley
Road, near Newton Longville, the Council has not undertaken any proper assessment regarding its redevelopment 
potential and has not been willing to engage with FCC Environment, despite the clear NPPF requirement for early, 
proportionate and effective engagement. In order to ensure that it was considered as
part of any main modifications, FCC Environment made a site submission to the Council on 1st March 2019 and stated 
that they would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to discuss the site. Further follow up letters were sent on 

Respondent: West Waddy (Mr Stephen Pickles) [32952] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2nd April and 14th August 2019 requesting a meeting, and also enclosing an
illustrative masterplan demonstrating how 600 dwellings could be accommodated on the FCC land. Council Officers 
have thus far declined to respond positively to FCC's approaches.
Given that FCC Environment had identified the land as available for redevelopment within 5 years and is
ideally placed to meet identified needs in the local area, the site should have been assessed in the sustainability, 
transport, landscape, flooding, viability, ecology, water supply and heritage assessments that  were subsequently 
undertaken on the Council's behalf in relation to the proposed main modifications and
the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update 2019 (ED204; ED205; ED206; ED208; ED210; 
ED211; ED214; RED215; ED216; ED217 & ED222). Regrettably, no consideration was given to the site in any of these 
documents. It is acknowledged that the majority of the site is currently a Biological
Notification Site. To achieve a net gain in biodiversity a large area would be left undisturbed to protect the
underlying geology and biodiversity enhancement areas are proposed in the south-west and north-east
corners of the site.
We note that the identified delivery of housing at Shenley Park is over the period 2024 - 2033. Over that
period, we consider that there would be potential to deliver up to 600 dwellings at the FCC Environment
Bletchley Road site, which would substantially reduce the amount of development needing to be provided
on greenfield land at Shenley Park. Any such reduction in size of the Shenley Park proposal would help
mitigate its landscape, transport and heritage impacts.
An illustrative masterplan of the potential development layout on FCC's land in Bletchley Road and how this
could be delivered in three phases delivering in total up to 600 dwellings is attached.
It is therefore suggested that the amount of development at Shenley Park should be reduced proportionately
by allocating the FCC Bletchley Road land, as identified on the attached illustrative masterplan, which would
in turn:
- enable a landscape gap to be maintained, thereby preserving the separate identity of Whaddon
and preventing coalescence with Milton Keynes;
- protect the character, appearance and setting of the Whaddon Conservation Area;
- significantly reduce the amount of greenfield development needed on the sensitive southern parcel  of the Shenley 
Park site; and
- enable the unused previously developed FCC Environment land of the former Brick works to be
brought back into active use.
Without these adjustments, we contend that the Plan is unsound as the proposed allocation of Shenley Park
does not constitute "an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, based on  proportionate 
evidence", nor is it consistent with the NPPF in terms of making most effective use of land
(para 35).

Change to Plan Allocate previously developed FCC Environment land at the former Brick Works in Bletchley Road, north of Newton 
Longville for up to 600 dwellings and make a proportionate reduction in the size of proposed allocation at Shenley Park, 
for the reasons outlined in the full representation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The allocation of Shenley Park is unsound. It would extend Milton Keynes beyond a firm landscape ridge and have 
significant adverse landscape impacts, particularly on the southern parcel where Milton Keynes would effectively 
coalesce with Whaddon village, adversely impacting upon the character of its Conservation Area. Alternative brownfield 
land is available on part of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, north of Newton Longville, which was a former 
Brick Works.
Redevelopment here would have a much lower environmental impact and could help preserve the separateness of 
Whaddon and Milton Keynes.
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Illustrative Masterplan.pdf

Main modifications response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Continue onto another page if needed
Please see attached report on the main modifications representations by Chase Consortium.
Whilst the small changes to the policy S2 are welcome, they do not go far enough and do not address the Inspector's 
criticism that the plan does not reflect the advice that "To be sound, VALP should make contingency plans to 
accommodate
them, not simply abandon its function to a future review of uncertain timescale". Whilst the references to an early review
have been dropped the plan has not been sufficiently modified with a contingency plan to deal with Cam-MK-Ox growth
arc consistent with MHLG proposals for a million new homes by 2050.
The Inspector accepted that it may not be possible for the Council to identify new settlements (which would account
for less than half of the homes required to support the Cam-MK-Ox arc's future workforce) and these may be left to a
future review of the plan, however, this does not recognise the ability of delivery at pace to serve the strategic needs of
the arc in the near future. An additional 1150 dwellings allocation is simply not sufficient recognition of the strategic
role of the area. This makes the new policy D2 unsound as it is not consistent with National Policy.
The strategic growth of Cam-MK-Ox arc's is totally underplayed in the plan describing it as "a site adjacent to Milton
Keynes."
In terms of NPPF 47 the Council could:
"where possible, identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10"
The Council have simply failed to provide a proper contingency plan for the Cam-MK-Ox growth arc during the life of 
the plan to 2033. The opportunity to show the wider area of growth that supports AVDC's aspirations has been lost and 
with it the opportunity to influence the growth arc in a positive way. The plan is therefore not positively prepared.

Change to Plan Additional text shown in Blue - text to be removed shown strikethrough
Revise as follows -add this to policy rather than in preamble:
The Local Plan also allocate sites for growth within Aylesbury Vale at the edge as part of the start of the planned growth
of Milton Keynes namely north east Aylesbury Vale and this area forms its own category in the settlement hierarchy in
the Oxford to Cambridge growth arc recognising the primacy of Milton Keynes as a city region. The development
allocations recognise the ability for early delivery of development that supports the Oxford-Milton Keynes - Cambridge
Arc emerging from the revised strategic spatial strategy and government growth agenda to achieve 1 million homes by 
2050. The same appraisal process detailed above has been followed to select these sites and Consideration will has 
also been be given to development beyond the allocations that would assist Milton Keynes' capacity to accommodate 
further growth consistent with the Oxford-Milton Keynes - Cambridge Arc proposals. Any proposal that would seriously 
prejudice or jeopardise the longer-term objectives of the Oxford-Milton Keynes - Cambridge Arc

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The new policy D2 must be much less apologetic and cursory about the development proposal to expand MK within  
AVDC as part of the plan. The plan must embrace the start of the oxford to Cambridge Growth Arc agreed ambitions of 
MHLG and the local partners (March 2019). The plan must recognise the primacy of MK in the settlement hierarchy and 
not limit the ambitions of the growth arc for the life of this plan given the aspiration to achieve an additional million 
homes by 2050.

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

COMPLETED response form - MM070.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I object to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001), on the grounds that the Local Plan is neither sound nor legally compliant. It is totally unfair that residents 
have been denied the opportunity to speak at earlier Hearing Sessions. I support the Whaddon Parish Council 
objection and ask the inspector to reopen the Hearings and listen to and consider Whaddon village concerns in detail.

Change to Plan I object to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001), on the grounds that the Local Plan is neither sound nor legally compliant. It is totally unfair that residents 
have been denied the opportunity to speak at earlier Hearing Sessions. I support the Whaddon Parish Council 
objection and ask the inspector to reopen the Hearings and listen to and consider Whaddon village concerns in detail.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: I object to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001), on the grounds that the Local Plan is neither sound nor legally compliant. It is totally unfair that residents 
have been denied the opportunity to speak at earlier Hearing Sessions. I support the Whaddon Parish Council 
objection and ask the inspector to reopen the Hearings and listen to and consider Whaddon village concerns in detail.

Respondent: Mr H Cheema [28747] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Crest Nicholson fully support the revised paragraph 4.112 that adds reference to Shenley Park as an appropriate 
strategic allocation.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Crest Nicholson fully support the revised paragraph 4.112 that adds reference to Shenley Park as an appropriate 
strategic allocation.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I object to the proposed Main Modifications MM070, MM071, MM075 and, importantly, MM076, which have all been 
made in respect of 'Shenley Park (WHA001). My objection is based on the following key points:-

1. Shenley Park was only included at this late stage by way of 'modification'. It is, however, evident that AVDC's 
decision to prefer Shenley Park over the two competing sites (Eaton Leys & Salden Chase) was taken without allowing 
for a full hearing of the parties affected by the proposed site allocation. This lack of consultation denied Whaddon 
Parish Council and local residents the opportunity to properly examine, scrutinize and discuss Shenley Park and its 
impact. Importantly, this also prevented a due & proper comparison testing of the three potential allocation sites. This is 
unfair and the modifications are not adequately justified. I ask the Inspector to open a further hearing session at the 
end of the consultation period to rectify this defect, which could otherwise render the final plan unsound and therefore, 
potentially, unlawful.

2. The proposed modifications were made by AVDC without complying with its 'Duty to Co- operate' with the adjoining 
authority (being MKC). Whilst AVDC stated that it kept MKC informed, no records or minutes have been provided to 
evidence effective discussions or proper joint working. It was acknowledged by MKC at the Full Council Meeting on 23 
Oct 2019 that a failure to cooperate had occurred. This breach of Government guidelines and national policy may affect 
the soundness of the plan. I therefore ask the Inspector to re- open the hearing sessions to allow AVDC to adequately 
respond.

2.1. This failure to cooperate is particularly concerning as the AVDC Local Plan fails to take into account the strategies 
stated in the MKC Local Plan, in particular in terms of MK's proposed development areas, infrastructure, accessibility 
and biodiversity aims. This casts serious doubt on the effectiveness of the AVDC Local Plan where it is not aligned with 
the MKC Local Plan.

2.2. Further issues arise in respect of the proposed distribution of S106 payments, or indeed the complete lack of 
discussion regarding CIL payments. All three proposed sites are located in immediate proximity of Milton Keynes. As a 
result, residents will primarily use MK's public services, in particular for healthcare, policing, ambulance, fire services, 
education etc. This was even acknowledged in the proposed modification MM076. Yet, the AVDC Local Plan fails to 
address or mitigate the respective strain on MK's infrastructure. In fact, there is a fundamental mismatch between the 
two local authorities' treatment of developer's contributions: Whilst MKC operates a tariff system under the CIL regime 
(with a guaranteed amount paid per dwelling), AVDC have not yet started preparing for the adoption of CIL; this is only 
expected to commence after the Local Plan is adopted. Instead, AVDC rely on the S106 method which is open to 
developer debate and challenge, therefore potentially delaying the Local Plan's delivery.
And yet, this discrepancy was not remedied by way of 'proper joint working'. I therefore ask the Inspector to re-open the 
hearing to allow for full discussion of the above points.

3. AVDC uses the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as main evidence for its decision to favour Shenley Park over suitable 
alternatives at Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. However, it appears that the SA fails to adequately discuss and appraise 
some important aspects of Shenley Park in terms of landscape, traffic & highways and biodiversity, therefore casting 
serious doubt on the completeness and effectiveness of the document. Importantly, the document completely omits the 
importance of the North Bucks Way (Bridleway). This is not justified. Without duly considering the importance of this 
ancient landscape boundary, natural habitat and wildlife corridor, the report's soundness is seriously jeopardised, in 
particular its reasoning and conclusions regarding the sites' landscape and biodiversity aspects. I therefore urge the 
Inspector to re-open the hearing to be able to adequately discuss and assess the impact of interrupting the North 
Bucks Way by the proposed grid road extensions.

Change to Plan Modifications MM07, MM071, MM075 & MM076 need to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP 
occurs. Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement 
for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury 
Vale - thereby helping that towns' sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object to MM070, MM071, MM075 and MM076 (in respect of 'Shenley Park') given that:-
1) The modifications were made without due consultation of the affected parties, thereby preventing a proper 
comparison testing of the three potential sites (Eaton Leys, Salden Chase & Shenley Park).
2) AVDC failed to comply with its 'Duty to Cooperate' with the adjoining local authority MKC in terms of i) local planning 
aims, and ii) developer's contributions.
3) The Sustainability Appraisal appears to be incomplete, jeopardising the report's soundness and validity of its 
conclusions.

Respondent: Miss Marlen Lawrenz [32878] Agent: N/A
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: In July 2017, Milton Keynes Council (MKC) adopted Plan:MK, the local plan for the area. As part of the evidence 
gathering to support to preparation of the plan, a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) for the period 2016-
2031 was carried out. The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing 
numbers to be delivered through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham. 
Consequently, the following main modifications should be amended as follows:

Change to Plan Delete "Taking account of the overall housing requirement for Aylesbury Vale, Salden Chase and Shenley Park have 
been identified as the most appropriate strategic allocation allocations to come forward at this stage."
Delete all references to, and requirements for D-WHA001 Shenley Park

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests
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Summary: The Objectively Assessed Need for the area was determined and used to finalise the housing numbers to be delivered 
through the Plan:MK period. 
The infrastructure needs for the Milton Keynes area are based upon evidence gathered during the Plan:MK preparation, 
and do not include the needs of allocations on the boundary in adjacent areas. 
The allocations of Salden Chase and Shenley Park, on the boundary of Milton Keynes, will unbalance the infrastructure 
requirements of MKC. 
These allocations would be best placed around the key settlements in the VALP area, principally Aylesbury and 
Buckingham.

Respondent: West Bletchley Council (Sir/ Madam ) [32806] Agent: N/A

Attachments:
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Main Modifications MM070 and MM071 refer to Allocation Ref: NLV001 as 'Salden Chase'. The SWMK Consortium's 
representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Plan (PSVALP) requested that the site should be called 
South West Milton Keynes - see Rep Id. 2289. The site name of South West Milton Keynes is consistent with the 
planning application for the proposed development. South West Milton Keynes also accurately reflects the location of 
the site, and is consistent with the name given to the proposed urban extension on the eastern edge of Milton Keynes 
in Plan:MK i.e. South East Milton Keynes.

The name 'Salden Chase' related to a much larger urban extension, and as such it is confusing and inaccurate to 
continue to use it. The Council's response to the Inspector's Question 62 [Doc Ref. ED100] confirmed that all future 
references to Allocation Ref. NLV001 would be changed to South West Milton Keynes, however that previous response 
is not reflected in the proposed main modifications.
 
It is requested that all references to 'Salden Chase' in PSVALP are changed to South West Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan It is requested that all references to 'Salden Chase' in PSVALP are changed to South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
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Summary: The site name of South West Milton Keynes is consistent with the planning application for the proposed development. 
South West Milton Keynes also accurately reflects the location of the site, and is consistent with the name given to the 
proposed urban extension on the eastern edge of Milton Keynes in Plan:MK i.e. South East Milton Keynes.

The name 'Salden Chase' related to a much larger urban extension, and as such it is confusing and inaccurate to 
continue to use it. The Council's response to the Inspector's Question 62 [Doc Ref. ED100] confirmed that all future 
references to Allocation Ref. NLV001 would be changed to South West Milton Keynes, however that previous response 
is not reflected in the proposed main modifications.
 
It is requested that all references to 'Salden Chase' in PSVALP are changed to South West Milton Keynes.

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Insert before the Policy Text for Policy D2:
The North East Aylesbury Vale component of the spatial strategy supports the plan's strategic priorities including the 
delivery of East-West Rail and seeking to manage and reduce commuting flows. Growth in North East Aylesbury Vale 
will be managed to conserve and enhance the character and identity of individual settlements and sustain their role in 
the settlement hierarchy, including as part of a landscape-led approach. The overall vision for North East Aylesbury 
Vale positively supports opportunities that complement anticipated future changes in land use (including infrastructure 
corridors) and assist in meeting local priorities for sustainable development, including the delivery of community 
infrastructure and sustainable transport links.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests
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Summary: The representations recommend that in order to support references to North East Aylesbury Vale introduced as a result 
of proposed Modifications it is necessary to recognise the wider strategic priorities of this part of the plan area (e.g. as 
a result of East-West rail). The proposed Modifications fail to reflect a wider vision for the North East Aylesbury Vale 
part of the plan area, and in-fact seek to introduce additional protections that would prevent this being achieved in 
future.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:
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Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: VALP Proposed Main Modifications - Representations on behalf of FCC Environment:
Enter your full representation here:
Fundamental to a plan being justified and sound is that it is based on proportionate and up to date evidence that looks 
at reasonable alternatives (NPPF, paras 31 & 35). AVDC has singularly ignored this requirement, in allocating land at 
Shenley Park for at least 1,150 homes, 110-bed care home/extra care and associated
services & infrastructure. This is a large greenfield site, currently in agricultural use, parts of which are highly sensitive 
in landscape terms. The Council's 'Landscape & Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment,'
(2019), states that "Development within the western part of the northern parcel would be seen as extending
the development edge [of Milton Keynes] to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of
development into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape," (para 5.1.25 of ED201A). Despite
this negative assessment the Council has nonetheless decided to allocate the whole site for development,
with the north-westernmost corner actually being contiguous with a part of the Whaddon Conservation Area.
The effect of this allocation would therefore, if adopted, be to cause the coalescence of Milton Keynes with
Whaddon and would also involve development crossing the landscape ridge that has hitherto defined the
built-up edge of Milton Keynes. The Final Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
version 4 (Jan 2017) also described the Shenley Park site as "highly sensitive in landscape/visual impact
terms so the scale, layout and form of development, will be very important," (Site ref: WHA001 p.253).
Development of Shenley Park would result in the loss of an extensive area of greenfield land (99ha) that
contributes to the character and beauty of the 'Whaddon Chase' countryside and is of some value for its
agricultural use.
Despite the significant detrimental effects that would arise from this proposed allocation, the Council has not
made any assessment of the potential of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, near Newton Longville. This 
site is located adjacent to the southern edge of Bletchley town and a substantial part was
formerly occupied by the Newton Longville Brickworks. Despite the fact that part of the former Brickworks site is 
allocated for employment-use redevelopment in the adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
(AVDLP) (2004) and another part has an extant consent for further employment-use redevelopment, surprisingly, the 
Council state in their 2017 HELAA that it is: "unsuitable - the site is in the open countryside separate from Newton 
Longville and Bletchley" and states that "development would be likely to have an adverse landscape & visual impact" 
(Site ref: NLV029).
That assessment conclusion is unsound on three grounds:
1. The site is adjoined by a ribbon of ten residential properties fronting Bletchley Road, which were originally associated 
with the former brickworks, and have the character of an urban terrace extending south from the built edge of Bletchley 
town and the soon to be reopened East-West rail line connecting
Bicester with Milton Keynes;
2. The Council has a long history of identifying the site as suitable for redevelopment. In 1995 the Council approved a 
Planning Brief for the Newton Longville Brickworks, which identified the former brickworks
as having: "potential for employment development" and also stated that: "this area could also be suitable for some low 
value/bad neighbour uses, provided they cause no significant nuisance to nearby residents" (p14). Subsequently, in the 
Local Plan 2004, parts of the former brickworks were allocated for employment use under policy RA.34. Subsequently, 
the Council granted planning permission for
erection of a single-storey modular office building with associated car parking and landscaping (15/00235/APP) on the 
southern part of the FCC Environment land; installation and use of a leachate treatment plant (09/20001/AWD); and 
planning permission has also been granted for the area
adjoining its northern boundary for temporary use for a construction compound incorporating storage area, site offices 
and car parking (18/04521/APP) associated with the re-opening of East-West rail;
3. The FCC site does not have the character of countryside, as it contains the remains of the former industrial use 
including access roads & hard standings. It is also very well screened by mature trees, 25 October 2019
so is not visible from the countryside to the south or west and would not therefore have a detrimental landscape impact. 
The assessment that the site is in the open countryside is therefore wrong. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
Council's own assessment of what it refers to as NLV024 in its 2017 HEELA, which relates to the part of the FCC 
Environment land furthest from Bletchley and therefore most likely to impact on the character of the  countryside. That 
assessment describes the NLV024 land as suitable for employment and acknowledges that it has granted planning 
permission for 645m2 of employment in a modular office building in this location.
Unlike Shenley Park, the previously developed FCC Environment land in Bletchley Road is currently unused, so is not 
being used efficiently or most effectively. Therefore leaving it as it is would not accord with NPPF
advice, which states that planning policies should: "give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land 
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, 
degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land" (para 118 c) and
to "promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 
identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained," (para 118 d).
Despite the imperative need to make suitable use of the FCC Environment land opportunities at Bletchley
Road, near Newton Longville, the Council has not undertaken any proper assessment regarding its redevelopment 
potential and has not been willing to engage with FCC Environment, despite the clear NPPF requirement for early, 
proportionate and effective engagement. In order to ensure that it was considered as
part of any main modifications, FCC Environment made a site submission to the Council on 1st March 2019 and stated 
that they would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to discuss the site. Further follow up letters were sent on 

Respondent: West Waddy (Mr Stephen Pickles) [32952] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2nd April and 14th August 2019 requesting a meeting, and also enclosing an
illustrative masterplan demonstrating how 600 dwellings could be accommodated on the FCC land. Council Officers 
have thus far declined to respond positively to FCC's approaches.
Given that FCC Environment had identified the land as available for redevelopment within 5 years and is
ideally placed to meet identified needs in the local area, the site should have been assessed in the sustainability, 
transport, landscape, flooding, viability, ecology, water supply and heritage assessments that  were subsequently 
undertaken on the Council's behalf in relation to the proposed main modifications and
the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update 2019 (ED204; ED205; ED206; ED208; ED210; 
ED211; ED214; RED215; ED216; ED217 & ED222). Regrettably, no consideration was given to the site in any of these 
documents. It is acknowledged that the majority of the site is currently a Biological
Notification Site. To achieve a net gain in biodiversity a large area would be left undisturbed to protect the
underlying geology and biodiversity enhancement areas are proposed in the south-west and north-east
corners of the site.
We note that the identified delivery of housing at Shenley Park is over the period 2024 - 2033. Over that
period, we consider that there would be potential to deliver up to 600 dwellings at the FCC Environment
Bletchley Road site, which would substantially reduce the amount of development needing to be provided
on greenfield land at Shenley Park. Any such reduction in size of the Shenley Park proposal would help
mitigate its landscape, transport and heritage impacts.
An illustrative masterplan of the potential development layout on FCC's land in Bletchley Road and how this
could be delivered in three phases delivering in total up to 600 dwellings is attached.
It is therefore suggested that the amount of development at Shenley Park should be reduced proportionately
by allocating the FCC Bletchley Road land, as identified on the attached illustrative masterplan, which would
in turn:
- enable a landscape gap to be maintained, thereby preserving the separate identity of Whaddon
and preventing coalescence with Milton Keynes;
- protect the character, appearance and setting of the Whaddon Conservation Area;
- significantly reduce the amount of greenfield development needed on the sensitive southern parcel  of the Shenley 
Park site; and
- enable the unused previously developed FCC Environment land of the former Brick works to be
brought back into active use.
Without these adjustments, we contend that the Plan is unsound as the proposed allocation of Shenley Park
does not constitute "an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, based on  proportionate 
evidence", nor is it consistent with the NPPF in terms of making most effective use of land
(para 35).

Change to Plan Allocate previously developed FCC Environment land at the former Brick Works in Bletchley Road, north of Newton 
Longville for up to 600 dwellings and make a proportionate reduction in the size of •proposed allocation at Shenley 
Park, for the reasons outlined in the full representation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The allocation of Shenley Park is unsound. It would extend Milton Keynes beyond a firm landscape ridge and have 
significant adverse landscape impacts, particularly on the southern parcel where Milton Keynes would effectively 
coalesce with Whaddon village, adversely impacting upon the character of its Conservation Area. Alternative brownfield 
land is available on part of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, north of Newton Longville, which was a former 
Brick Works.
Redevelopment here would have a much lower environmental impact and could help preserve the separateness of 
Whaddon and Milton Keynes.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Illustrative Masterplan.pdf

Main modifications response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Proposed Main Modifications - Representations on behalf of FCC Environment:
Enter your full representation here:
Fundamental to a plan being justified and sound is that it is based on proportionate and up to date evidence that looks 
at reasonable alternatives (NPPF, paras 31 & 35). AVDC has singularly ignored this requirement, in allocating land at 
Shenley Park for at least 1,150 homes, 110-bed care home/extra care and associated
services & infrastructure. This is a large greenfield site, currently in agricultural use, parts of which are highly sensitive 
in landscape terms. The Council's 'Landscape & Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment,'
(2019), states that "Development within the western part of the northern parcel would be seen as extending
the development edge [of Milton Keynes] to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of
development into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape," (para 5.1.25 of ED201A). Despite
this negative assessment the Council has nonetheless decided to allocate the whole site for development,
with the north-westernmost corner actually being contiguous with a part of the Whaddon Conservation Area.
The effect of this allocation would therefore, if adopted, be to cause the coalescence of Milton Keynes with
Whaddon and would also involve development crossing the landscape ridge that has hitherto defined the
built-up edge of Milton Keynes. The Final Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
version 4 (Jan 2017) also described the Shenley Park site as "highly sensitive in landscape/visual impact
terms so the scale, layout and form of development, will be very important," (Site ref: WHA001 p.253).
Development of Shenley Park would result in the loss of an extensive area of greenfield land (99ha) that
contributes to the character and beauty of the 'Whaddon Chase' countryside and is of some value for its
agricultural use.
Despite the significant detrimental effects that would arise from this proposed allocation, the Council has not
made any assessment of the potential of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, near Newton Longville. This 
site is located adjacent to the southern edge of Bletchley town and a substantial part was
formerly occupied by the Newton Longville Brickworks. Despite the fact that part of the former Brickworks site is 
allocated for employment-use redevelopment in the adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
(AVDLP) (2004) and another part has an extant consent for further employment-use redevelopment, surprisingly, the 
Council state in their 2017 HELAA that it is: "unsuitable - the site is in the open countryside separate from Newton 
Longville and Bletchley" and states that "development would be likely to have an adverse landscape & visual impact" 
(Site ref: NLV029).
That assessment conclusion is unsound on three grounds:
1. The site is adjoined by a ribbon of ten residential properties fronting Bletchley Road, which were originally associated 
with the former brickworks, and have the character of an urban terrace extending south from the built edge of Bletchley 
town and the soon to be reopened East-West rail line connecting
Bicester with Milton Keynes;
2. The Council has a long history of identifying the site as suitable for redevelopment. In 1995 the Council approved a 
Planning Brief for the Newton Longville Brickworks, which identified the former brickworks
as having: "potential for employment development" and also stated that: "this area could also be suitable for some low 
value/bad neighbour uses, provided they cause no significant nuisance to nearby residents" (p14). Subsequently, in the 
Local Plan 2004, parts of the former brickworks were allocated for employment use under policy RA.34. Subsequently, 
the Council granted planning permission for
erection of a single-storey modular office building with associated car parking and landscaping (15/00235/APP) on the 
southern part of the FCC Environment land; installation and use of a leachate treatment plant (09/20001/AWD); and 
planning permission has also been granted for the area
adjoining its northern boundary for temporary use for a construction compound incorporating storage area, site offices 
and car parking (18/04521/APP) associated with the re-opening of East-West rail;
3. The FCC site does not have the character of countryside, as it contains the remains of the former industrial use 
including access roads & hard standings. It is also very well screened by mature trees, 25 October 2019
so is not visible from the countryside to the south or west and would not therefore have a detrimental landscape impact. 
The assessment that the site is in the open countryside is therefore wrong. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
Council's own assessment of what it refers to as NLV024 in its 2017 HEELA, which relates to the part of the FCC 
Environment land furthest from Bletchley and therefore most likely to impact on the character of the  countryside. That 
assessment describes the NLV024 land as suitable for employment and acknowledges that it has granted planning 
permission for 645m2 of employment in a modular office building in this location.
Unlike Shenley Park, the previously developed FCC Environment land in Bletchley Road is currently unused, so is not 
being used efficiently or most effectively. Therefore leaving it as it is would not accord with NPPF
advice, which states that planning policies should: "give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land 
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, 
degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land" (para 118 c) and
to "promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 
identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained," (para 118 d).
Despite the imperative need to make suitable use of the FCC Environment land opportunities at Bletchley
Road, near Newton Longville, the Council has not undertaken any proper assessment regarding its redevelopment 
potential and has not been willing to engage with FCC Environment, despite the clear NPPF requirement for early, 
proportionate and effective engagement. In order to ensure that it was considered as
part of any main modifications, FCC Environment made a site submission to the Council on 1st March 2019 and stated 
that they would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to discuss the site. Further follow up letters were sent on 

Respondent: West Waddy (Mr Stephen Pickles) [32952] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2nd April and 14th August 2019 requesting a meeting, and also enclosing an
illustrative masterplan demonstrating how 600 dwellings could be accommodated on the FCC land. Council Officers 
have thus far declined to respond positively to FCC's approaches.
Given that FCC Environment had identified the land as available for redevelopment within 5 years and is
ideally placed to meet identified needs in the local area, the site should have been assessed in the sustainability, 
transport, landscape, flooding, viability, ecology, water supply and heritage assessments that  were subsequently 
undertaken on the Council's behalf in relation to the proposed main modifications and
the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update 2019 (ED204; ED205; ED206; ED208; ED210; 
ED211; ED214; RED215; ED216; ED217 & ED222). Regrettably, no consideration was given to the site in any of these 
documents. It is acknowledged that the majority of the site is currently a Biological
Notification Site. To achieve a net gain in biodiversity a large area would be left undisturbed to protect the
underlying geology and biodiversity enhancement areas are proposed in the south-west and north-east
corners of the site.
We note that the identified delivery of housing at Shenley Park is over the period 2024 - 2033. Over that
period, we consider that there would be potential to deliver up to 600 dwellings at the FCC Environment
Bletchley Road site, which would substantially reduce the amount of development needing to be provided
on greenfield land at Shenley Park. Any such reduction in size of the Shenley Park proposal would help
mitigate its landscape, transport and heritage impacts.
An illustrative masterplan of the potential development layout on FCC's land in Bletchley Road and how this
could be delivered in three phases delivering in total up to 600 dwellings is attached.
It is therefore suggested that the amount of development at Shenley Park should be reduced proportionately
by allocating the FCC Bletchley Road land, as identified on the attached illustrative masterplan, which would
in turn:
- enable a landscape gap to be maintained, thereby preserving the separate identity of Whaddon
and preventing coalescence with Milton Keynes;
- protect the character, appearance and setting of the Whaddon Conservation Area;
- significantly reduce the amount of greenfield development needed on the sensitive southern parcel  of the Shenley 
Park site; and
- enable the unused previously developed FCC Environment land of the former Brick works to be
brought back into active use.
Without these adjustments, we contend that the Plan is unsound as the proposed allocation of Shenley Park
does not constitute "an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, based on  proportionate 
evidence", nor is it consistent with the NPPF in terms of making most effective use of land
(para 35).

Change to Plan Allocate previously developed FCC Environment land at the former Brick Works in Bletchley Road, north of Newton 
Longville for up to 600 dwellings and make a proportionate reduction in the size of proposed allocation at Shenley Park, 
for the reasons outlined in the full representation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The allocation of Shenley Park is unsound. It would extend Milton Keynes beyond a firm landscape
ridge and have significant adverse landscape impacts, particularly on the southern parcel where
Milton Keynes would effectively coalesce with Whaddon village, adversely impacting upon the character of its 
Conservation Area. Alternative brownfield land is available on part of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, 
north of Newton Longville, which was a former Brick Works. Redevelopment here would have a much lower 
environmental impact and could help preserve the separateness of Whaddon and Milton Keynes.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Illustrative Masterplan.pdf

Main modifications response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Proposed Main Modifications - Representations on behalf of FCC Environment:
Enter your full representation here:
Fundamental to a plan being justified and sound is that it is based on proportionate and up to date evidence that looks 
at reasonable alternatives (NPPF, paras 31 & 35). AVDC has singularly ignored this requirement, in allocating land at 
Shenley Park for at least 1,150 homes, 110-bed care home/extra care and associated
services & infrastructure. This is a large greenfield site, currently in agricultural use, parts of which are highly sensitive 
in landscape terms. The Council's 'Landscape & Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment,'
(2019), states that "Development within the western part of the northern parcel would be seen as extending
the development edge [of Milton Keynes] to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of
development into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape," (para 5.1.25 of ED201A). Despite
this negative assessment the Council has nonetheless decided to allocate the whole site for development,
with the north-westernmost corner actually being contiguous with a part of the Whaddon Conservation Area.
The effect of this allocation would therefore, if adopted, be to cause the coalescence of Milton Keynes with
Whaddon and would also involve development crossing the landscape ridge that has hitherto defined the
built-up edge of Milton Keynes. The Final Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
version 4 (Jan 2017) also described the Shenley Park site as "highly sensitive in landscape/visual impact
terms so the scale, layout and form of development, will be very important," (Site ref: WHA001 p.253).
Development of Shenley Park would result in the loss of an extensive area of greenfield land (99ha) that
contributes to the character and beauty of the 'Whaddon Chase' countryside and is of some value for its
agricultural use.
Despite the significant detrimental effects that would arise from this proposed allocation, the Council has not
made any assessment of the potential of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, near Newton Longville. This 
site is located adjacent to the southern edge of Bletchley town and a substantial part was
formerly occupied by the Newton Longville Brickworks. Despite the fact that part of the former Brickworks site is 
allocated for employment-use redevelopment in the adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
(AVDLP) (2004) and another part has an extant consent for further employment-use redevelopment, surprisingly, the 
Council state in their 2017 HELAA that it is: "unsuitable - the site is in the open countryside separate from Newton 
Longville and Bletchley" and states that "development would be likely to have an adverse landscape & visual impact" 
(Site ref: NLV029).
That assessment conclusion is unsound on three grounds:
1. The site is adjoined by a ribbon of ten residential properties fronting Bletchley Road, which were originally associated 
with the former brickworks, and have the character of an urban terrace extending south from the built edge of Bletchley 
town and the soon to be reopened East-West rail line connecting
Bicester with Milton Keynes;
2. The Council has a long history of identifying the site as suitable for redevelopment. In 1995 the Council approved a 
Planning Brief for the Newton Longville Brickworks, which identified the former brickworks
as having: "potential for employment development" and also stated that: "this area could also be suitable for some low 
value/bad neighbour uses, provided they cause no significant nuisance to nearby residents" (p14). Subsequently, in the 
Local Plan 2004, parts of the former brickworks were allocated for employment use under policy RA.34. Subsequently, 
the Council granted planning permission for
erection of a single-storey modular office building with associated car parking and landscaping (15/00235/APP) on the 
southern part of the FCC Environment land; installation and use of a leachate treatment plant (09/20001/AWD); and 
planning permission has also been granted for the area
adjoining its northern boundary for temporary use for a construction compound incorporating storage area, site offices 
and car parking (18/04521/APP) associated with the re-opening of East-West rail;
3. The FCC site does not have the character of countryside, as it contains the remains of the former industrial use 
including access roads & hard standings. It is also very well screened by mature trees, 25 October 2019
so is not visible from the countryside to the south or west and would not therefore have a detrimental landscape impact. 
The assessment that the site is in the open countryside is therefore wrong. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
Council's own assessment of what it refers to as NLV024 in its 2017 HEELA, which relates to the part of the FCC 
Environment land furthest from Bletchley and therefore most likely to impact on the character of the  countryside. That 
assessment describes the NLV024 land as suitable for employment and acknowledges that it has granted planning 
permission for 645m2 of employment in a modular office building in this location.
Unlike Shenley Park, the previously developed FCC Environment land in Bletchley Road is currently unused, so is not 
being used efficiently or most effectively. Therefore leaving it as it is would not accord with NPPF
advice, which states that planning policies should: "give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land 
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, 
degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land" (para 118 c) and
to "promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 
identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained," (para 118 d).
Despite the imperative need to make suitable use of the FCC Environment land opportunities at Bletchley
Road, near Newton Longville, the Council has not undertaken any proper assessment regarding its redevelopment 
potential and has not been willing to engage with FCC Environment, despite the clear NPPF requirement for early, 
proportionate and effective engagement. In order to ensure that it was considered as
part of any main modifications, FCC Environment made a site submission to the Council on 1st March 2019 and stated 
that they would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to discuss the site. Further follow up letters were sent on 

Respondent: West Waddy (Mr Stephen Pickles) [32952] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2nd April and 14th August 2019 requesting a meeting, and also enclosing an
illustrative masterplan demonstrating how 600 dwellings could be accommodated on the FCC land. Council Officers 
have thus far declined to respond positively to FCC's approaches.
Given that FCC Environment had identified the land as available for redevelopment within 5 years and is
ideally placed to meet identified needs in the local area, the site should have been assessed in the sustainability, 
transport, landscape, flooding, viability, ecology, water supply and heritage assessments that  were subsequently 
undertaken on the Council's behalf in relation to the proposed main modifications and
the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update 2019 (ED204; ED205; ED206; ED208; ED210; 
ED211; ED214; RED215; ED216; ED217 & ED222). Regrettably, no consideration was given to the site in any of these 
documents. It is acknowledged that the majority of the site is currently a Biological
Notification Site. To achieve a net gain in biodiversity a large area would be left undisturbed to protect the
underlying geology and biodiversity enhancement areas are proposed in the south-west and north-east
corners of the site.
We note that the identified delivery of housing at Shenley Park is over the period 2024 - 2033. Over that
period, we consider that there would be potential to deliver up to 600 dwellings at the FCC Environment
Bletchley Road site, which would substantially reduce the amount of development needing to be provided
on greenfield land at Shenley Park. Any such reduction in size of the Shenley Park proposal would help
mitigate its landscape, transport and heritage impacts.
An illustrative masterplan of the potential development layout on FCC's land in Bletchley Road and how this
could be delivered in three phases delivering in total up to 600 dwellings is attached.
It is therefore suggested that the amount of development at Shenley Park should be reduced proportionately
by allocating the FCC Bletchley Road land, as identified on the attached illustrative masterplan, which would
in turn:
- enable a landscape gap to be maintained, thereby preserving the separate identity of Whaddon
and preventing coalescence with Milton Keynes;
- protect the character, appearance and setting of the Whaddon Conservation Area;
- significantly reduce the amount of greenfield development needed on the sensitive southern parcel  of the Shenley 
Park site; and
- enable the unused previously developed FCC Environment land of the former Brick works to be
brought back into active use.
Without these adjustments, we contend that the Plan is unsound as the proposed allocation of Shenley Park
does not constitute "an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, based on  proportionate 
evidence", nor is it consistent with the NPPF in terms of making most effective use of land
(para 35).

Change to Plan Allocate previously developed FCC Environment land at the former Brick Works in Bletchley Road,
north of Newton Longville for up to 600 dwellings and make a proportionate reduction in the size of
proposed allocation at Shenley Park, for the reasons outlined in the full representation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The allocation of Shenley Park is unsound. It would extend Milton Keynes beyond a firm landscape ridge and have 
significant adverse landscape impacts, particularly on the southern parcel where Milton Keynes would effectively 
coalesce with Whaddon village, adversely impacting upon the
character of its Conservation Area. Alternative brownfield land is available on part of the FCC
Environment land at Bletchley Road, north of Newton Longville, which was a former Brick Works.
Redevelopment here would have a much lower environmental impact and could help preserve the separateness of 
Whaddon and Milton Keynes.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Illustrative Masterplan.pdf

Main modifications response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see document 32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4 and comments below that support MM074 subject to minor 
changes proposed.

Crest Nicholson would recommend that Policy D-NLV001 Salden Chase is revised to reflect the latest position in terms 
of site delivery and the known delays. As set out in Section 4 of these representations, due to a recent refusal of the 
planning application for access into the Salden Chase site and the Section 106 agreement not being signed for the 
outline resolution to grant permission, we believe an accurate trajectory should allow for at least an additional year for 
the applicant to either reapply for the necessary access from Milton Keynes and/or appeal. This would therefore deliver 
the first units in 2024/25, rather than 2021/22 as suggested in main modifications. A tapering off of units towards the 
end of site delivery has also been assumed, as it is typical to have less outlets operational at the end years of a site. 
For these reasons we would recommend that the policy wording is revised as set out below:
'50 homes to be delivered 2018-2024 and 1,750 homes to be delivered from 2025-2033'.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Support subject to minor revisions to housing trajectory and number of units being delivered within the plan period

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3096 - 32719 - MM074 - i, ii, iii, iv

3096 Object

MM074VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: It is acknowledged that a resolution to approve the outline planning application for Salden Chase (site allocation D-
NLV001) was given in April 2019 subject to a S106 Agreement that is currently being negotiated (Application Ref. 
15/00314/AOP). However, the recent refusal of full planning permission by Milton Keynes Council (MKC) for the 
roundabout infrastructure to support the implementation of the development (Application Ref. 15/00619/FUL refused 
15th November 2019 on the grounds of insufficient evidence to mitigate the harm of this development), clearly puts into 
question the ability of this site to deliver 150 dwellings in the period 2018-2023 and a further 1,705 dwellings between 
2024-2033 (as summarised in the attached VALP Housing Trajectory Overview - Figure 1). 

Evidently, the refusal of full planning permission relating to highways and access specifically will have considerable 
repercussions for the deliverability of Salden Chase, as proposed to be allocated through MM074. Quite simply, if an 
access arrangement is unable to be negotiated, then the site is not deliverable. In this event, there is a chance that the 
site may not come forward whatsoever, and thus 1,855 dwellings may be lost from the projected housing supply for the 
District (as illustrated in the attached VALP Housing Trajectory Overview - Figure 2). In this event, AVDC's supply of 
housing in the plan period would fall to 28,378; falling below the VALP's housing requirement of 28,600 dwellings. In 
this light, the refusal of permission also puts into question the soundness of the VALP, particularly in relation to 
deliverability of housing to meet the area's significant housing requirement.

Even if development were to come forth at Salden Chase, the housing trajectory set out by AVDC in MM074 is entirely 
unreasonable in light of the anticipated delays relating to this recent refusal. Indeed, the presence of clauses within the 
draft S106 Agreement that make reference to highway arrangement plans that have been submitted and subsequently 
refused by MKC suggest that the two applications are interdependent. That is, the S106 Agreement relating to the 
residential-based outline planning application cannot realistically be signed until full planning permission is granted by 
MKC in relation to the development's highways arrangements. 

As it currently stands, it is unclear how long this may take; the applicant must reconsider the highway and access 
arrangements in light of the recent refusal, seek consultation from the Highway Authority, submit a new full planning 
application and be given full approval. Only then could a S106 Agreement with AVDC be signed. Even after this, the 
client must discharge conditions, prepare and submit Reserve Matters, await their determination, discharge pre-
commencement conditions, undertake site remediation and preparation, as well as deliver supporting infrastructure 
(including highways infrastructure), before the first dwellings are delivered on site. 

Thus, it is evident that delivery of Salden Chase would be delayed significantly compared to the purported VALP 
housing trajectory. The application of the assumptions put forth by the findings from Lichfields' Planning Matters: 
Driving housing delivery from large sites: What factors affect the build out rates of large scale housing sites? ("Planning 
Matters") can provide a reasonable assumption of the delivery of the site in light of this refusal. That is, the report 
suggests that the average Total Development time (to the first on-site delivery) is 7.5 years for sites between 1,000 and 
1,999 dwellings. Given that highways arrangements require re-negotiation and that the residential application may 
require amending in this light, this assumption appears reasonable. That would suggest that the site would begin 
delivering in 2027/28; six years later than the VALP's contention. Furthermore, Planning Matters indicates an average 
build out rate of 50 dwellings per developer. Given that four housebuilders were involved with the outline application, 
this would limit the peak build out rate to 200dpa. 

Applying these reasonable assumptions would remove 905 dwellings from AVDC's housing supply between 2018 and 
2033; of which 150 dwellings would be lost 2018-2023 and 755 dwellings would be lost 2023-2033 (as illustrated in the 
attached VALP Housing Trajectory Overview - Figure 3). This would reduce AVDC's supply of housing in the plan 
period from 30,233 dwellings to 29,328 dwellings. On this basis, the supply would afford just a 2.5% buffer above the 
housing requirement of 28,600 dwellings. 

Evidently, therefore, delivery from the site as allocated through MM074 is uncertain, with no assurances regarding 
when first delivery of housing may be and no clarity of the site's overall capacity in light of transport issues, or indeed 
whether the site will be delivered at all. Therefore, further flexibility will be required through the allocation of more sites 
or, indeed, the increased capacity of existing allocations that have been assessed as suitable for the accommodation of 
further dwellings. This is discussed further in response to MM094.

Change to Plan Amend delivery assumptions for D-NLV001 to appropriately reflect current planning status.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The recent refusal of full planning permission by Milton Keynes Council (MKC) for the roundabout infrastructure to 
support the implementation of the development at Salden Chase (site allocation D-NLV001) on the grounds of 
insufficient evidence to mitigate the harm of this development, clearly puts into question the ability of this site to deliver 
dwellings over the plan period. It is evident that delivery would be delayed significantly compared to the purported VALP 
housing trajectory and further flexibility is required through the allocation of more sites or increased capacity of existing 
allocations that have been assessed as suitable for development.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Aylesbury Salden Chase and Shenley Park Critique v2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Salden Chase application for 1,855 homes was refused by Milton Keynes Council's Development Control 
(Planning) Committee on 7th November 2019. This decision post-dated the commencement of this public consultation 
process.
The Consortium's understanding is that the most likely course of action will be for the applicant to appeal this decision 
and it is inevitable that it will be May 2020 at the earliest that the Appeal decision will be made public. 
NBPPC therefore questions whether, with currently nearly 2,000 homes of the district's total of 28,600 (excluding 
buffer) not assured, VALP is therefore unsound and cannot proceed to adoption until this issue is resolved?

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr 

Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29662 Culverhouse, Geoff - NBPPC.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Main Modification MM074 identifies a number of main modifications to Allocation Ref: NLV001. This allocation is 
promoted by the SWMK Consortium. 

In summary the proposed modifications relate to the following matters: delivery timescales, green links and linear park, 
defensible boundaries, views and skyline, priority habitats, noise, flood mitigation, and cycle links. The proposed 
delivery timescale assumes that 250 dwellings per annum would be delivered from the South West Milton Keynes site, 
which is consistent with historic delivery rates at other urban extensions to Milton Keynes and reflects the fact that the 
site is controlled by a mix of experienced housebuilders and developers. The relationship between development at 
South West Milton Keynes and neighbouring areas has already been taken into account within the planning application 
at the site (15/00314/AOP) including providing appropriate boundaries for the development, protecting views and the 
skyline from development with landscape enhancement measures, protecting and enhancing protected habitats, and 
providing flood mitigation measures and a sustainable drainage strategy. The proposed development includes green 
infrastructure comprising green links and linear parks, and provides walking and cycling connections to the surrounding 
area. 

The proposed changes in Main Modification MM074 are supported.
As set out in the representations to Main Modifications MM070 and MM071 it is requested that all references to the site 
as 'Salden Chase' are changed to South West Milton Keynes, including the Concept Plan referred to in Policy NLV001.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Main Modification MM074 identifies a number of main modifications to Allocation Ref: NLV001. This allocation is 
promoted by the SWMK Consortium. 
The proposed changes in Main Modification MM074 are supported.

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan MM074 (proposed changes in bold)
Site-specific Requirements:
Conserving and enhancing the natural environment. In terms of the impact on the landscape, site proposal should use 
land efficiently and create a well-defined boundary as the western edge of Milton Keynes between the settlement and 
the countryside, ensuring that Newton Longville, Whaddon, Mursley and Far Bletchley remain separately identifiable.
Landscape:
Site proposals will be required to respect and complement the physical characteristics of the site and its surroundings, 
including the implementation of a defensible boundary along the western edge of Milton Keynes. Proposals will be 
required to identify the building tradition of the locality, and the scale and context of the setting, the natural qualities and 
features of the area, and the effect of the development on important public views and skylines and demonstrate a 
landscape-led approach to conserving and enhancing the separate character and identify of including the protection of 
Newton Longville and Whaddon villages.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: The proposed Modifications seek to introduce specific additional policy considerations regarding requirements to 
protect against actual or perceived coalescence. In relation to the proposed amendments to the spatial strategy for 
North East Aylesbury Vale these suggested Modifications are considered not justified and not positively prepared, and 
therefore unsound.
The proposed reference to the site at Salden Chase as represented by D-NLV001 forming the 'western edge of Milton 
Keynes' is unnecessary and unsound. The evidence base for the VALP does not demonstrate that that this is justified 
in terms of supporting the most appropriate strategy compared with other reasonable alternatives.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The amendments are not sound as there is already a resolution to approve the site application subject to Section 106 
agreement (June 2017). Furthermore, the site still has not received full approval and now Milton Keynes Council have 
rejected the cross-boundary application. Without approval by Milton Keynes Council the development may not proceed 
and the allocation is neither justified or sound. 

The proposed modification on "Expected time of delivery" indicates how little reliance can be placed on AVDC's 
housing trajectory. It is clear AVDC have little idea when particular sites are going to be delivered.

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attached report on the main modifications representations by Chase Consortium.
The modification to add to the text of the policy " Including the implementation of a defensible Boundary along the 
western
edge of Milton Keynes"is entirely inconsistent with the proposed strategic growth of Cam-MK-Ox arc's. This is not
effective and not justified by evidence.
It is premature to be seeking to create a defensible Boundary on the western edge of Milton Keynes until the full scope
of the growth arc is known. As the Council have failed to identify the broad locations for growth in the longer time
frame of the plan this new policy restriction is inconsistent with national policy assumptions that are seeking the major
expansion of this area through the growth arc vision.
In terms of NPPF 47 the Council could:
"where possible, identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10"
The Council have simply failed to provide a proper contingency plan for the Cam-MK-Ox growth arc during the life of
the plan to 2033. The opportunity to show the wider area of growth that supports AVDC's aspirations has been lost and 
with it the opportunity to influence the growth arc in a positive way. The plan is therefore not positively
prepared. The new policy says that that the appraisal process has been followed to select the sites and consideration 
has also been given to Milton Keynes' capacity to accommodate further growth. There is no evidence to support this 
contention that
the site selection has been considered in a strategic way looking at long-term solutions for Milton Keynes. This is yet 
again an example of piecemeal planning 
that has dogged the proper planning of the area for the past decade
since the demise of the South East Plan.

Change to Plan The section entitled landscape should be modified as follows: Strikethrough text removed, blue is additional text
"Site proposals will be required to respect and complement the physical characteristics of the site and its surroundings.
and to acknowledge physically that this as part of early delivery of development that supports the Oxford-Milton Keynes
- Cambridge Arc emerging from the revised strategic growth strategy including the implementation of a defensible 
boundary along the western edge of Milton Keynes. Proposals will be required to identify the building tradition of the 
locality, scale and context of setting, the natural qualities and features of the area and the effect of the development on 
important public views and skylines including the protection of Newton Longville and Whaddon Villages. The proposal 
must not prejudice or jeopardise the longer-term objectives of the Oxford-Milton Keynes - Cambridge Arc. "

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: It is premature to be seeking to create a defensible Boundary on the western edge of Milton Keynes until the full scope 
of the growth arc is known. As the Council have failed to identify the broad locations for growth in the longer time frame 
of the plan this new policy restriction is inconsistent with national policy assumptions that are seeking the major 
expansion of this area through the growth arc vision. Creating a long-term boundary to the west of Milton Keynes at this 
stage is entirely inconsistent with the proposed strategic growth of Cam-MK-Ox arc.

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

COMPLETED response form - MM074.pdf

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: As Bovis Homes' representation to MM0076.

Change to Plan As above.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: As Bovis Homes' representation to MM0076.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I object to the proposed Main Modifications MM070, MM071, MM075 and, importantly, MM076, which have all been 
made in respect of 'Shenley Park (WHA001). My objection is based on the following key points:-

1. Shenley Park was only included at this late stage by way of 'modification'. It is, however, evident that AVDC's 
decision to prefer Shenley Park over the two competing sites (Eaton Leys & Salden Chase) was taken without allowing 
for a full hearing of the parties affected by the proposed site allocation. This lack of consultation denied Whaddon 
Parish Council and local residents the opportunity to properly examine, scrutinize and discuss Shenley Park and its 
impact. Importantly, this also prevented a due & proper comparison testing of the three potential allocation sites. This is 
unfair and the modifications are not adequately justified. I ask the Inspector to open a further hearing session at the 
end of the consultation period to rectify this defect, which could otherwise render the final plan unsound and therefore, 
potentially, unlawful.

2. The proposed modifications were made by AVDC without complying with its 'Duty to Co- operate' with the adjoining 
authority (being MKC). Whilst AVDC stated that it kept MKC informed, no records or minutes have been provided to 
evidence effective discussions or proper joint working. It was acknowledged by MKC at the Full Council Meeting on 23 
Oct 2019 that a failure to cooperate had occurred. This breach of Government guidelines and national policy may affect 
the soundness of the plan. I therefore ask the Inspector to re- open the hearing sessions to allow AVDC to adequately 
respond.

2.1. This failure to cooperate is particularly concerning as the AVDC Local Plan fails to take into account the strategies 
stated in the MKC Local Plan, in particular in terms of MK's proposed development areas, infrastructure, accessibility 
and biodiversity aims. This casts serious doubt on the effectiveness of the AVDC Local Plan where it is not aligned with 
the MKC Local Plan.

2.2. Further issues arise in respect of the proposed distribution of S106 payments, or indeed the complete lack of 
discussion regarding CIL payments. All three proposed sites are located in immediate proximity of Milton Keynes. As a 
result, residents will primarily use MK's public services, in particular for healthcare, policing, ambulance, fire services, 
education etc. This was even acknowledged in the proposed modification MM076. Yet, the AVDC Local Plan fails to 
address or mitigate the respective strain on MK's infrastructure. In fact, there is a fundamental mismatch between the 
two local authorities' treatment of developer's contributions: Whilst MKC operates a tariff system under the CIL regime 
(with a guaranteed amount paid per dwelling), AVDC have not yet started preparing for the adoption of CIL; this is only 
expected to commence after the Local Plan is adopted. Instead, AVDC rely on the S106 method which is open to 
developer debate and challenge, therefore potentially delaying the Local Plan's delivery.
And yet, this discrepancy was not remedied by way of 'proper joint working'. I therefore ask the Inspector to re-open the 
hearing to allow for full discussion of the above points.

3. AVDC uses the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as main evidence for its decision to favour Shenley Park over suitable 
alternatives at Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. However, it appears that the SA fails to adequately discuss and appraise 
some important aspects of Shenley Park in terms of landscape, traffic & highways and biodiversity, therefore casting 
serious doubt on the completeness and effectiveness of the document. Importantly, the document completely omits the 
importance of the North Bucks Way (Bridleway). This is not justified. Without duly considering the importance of this 
ancient landscape boundary, natural habitat and wildlife corridor, the report's soundness is seriously jeopardised, in 
particular its reasoning and conclusions regarding the sites' landscape and biodiversity aspects. I therefore urge the 
Inspector to re-open the hearing to be able to adequately discuss and assess the impact of interrupting the North 
Bucks Way by the proposed grid road extensions.

Change to Plan Modifications MM07, MM071, MM075 & MM076 need to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP 
occurs. Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement 
for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury 
Vale - thereby helping that towns' sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object to MM070, MM071, MM075 and MM076 (in respect of 'Shenley Park') given that:-
1) The modifications were made without due consultation of the affected parties, thereby preventing a proper 
comparison testing of the three potential sites (Eaton Leys, Salden Chase & Shenley Park).
2) AVDC failed to comply with its 'Duty to Cooperate' with the adjoining local authority MKC in terms of i) local planning 
aims, and ii) developer's contributions.
3) The Sustainability Appraisal appears to be incomplete, jeopardising the report's soundness and validity of its 
conclusions.

Respondent: Miss Marlen Lawrenz [32878] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: This representation addresses MM075- new site policy for Shenley Park.
Pegasus object to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park.
Whilst supporting the strategy of concentrating the additional development required in the AVLP around the southern 
and south western edges of Milton Keynes, an objection is made to the reliance on one site of approximately 1,150 
dwellings.
See representations to MM007, MM070

Change to Plan Pegasus seek a change to the proposed modification so that an additional site is included - land west of Newton Leys, 
Milton Keynes for approximately 400 dwellings.

Policy D2 Delivery site allocations in the rest of the district - should be amended to include land west of Newton Leys 
(this can be in addition to the other sites such as part of Shenley Park or part of Eaton Leys in recognition of the need 
to provide a range and choice of sites to ensure delivery in the plan period and acknowledging that there are already 
delays to the Salden Chase strategic allocation following the refusal to grant permission for highway access by Milton 
Keynes Council).

As a consequence other sites do not have to deliver as many dwellings in the plan period.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Object to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park to meet needs in the north east of the district.
Object to the site selection process - see reps on MM007
Land West of Newton Leys should be allocated for c.400 dwellings (the HELAA fails to take account of new evidence 
for West Newton Leys yet assessments for other sites have been updated).

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan A further update to AVDC's HELAA which identifies Eaton Leys as 'suitable for
housing'.

Having regard to the wide-ranging flaws in AVDC's site selection process, the
proposed allocation of Shenley Park through Policy D-WHA001 is it is demonstrably
unjustified and therefore unsound. Additional hearings are required to consider
the procedural and evidential concerns which are set out above.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Considers that the SA Report Addendum's appraisal findings are deficient and should be revised. It is deficient in its 
assessment of Eaton Leys vs the other two sites on grounds of - HEELA update flawed assessing Eaton Leys to take 
account of adjoining development; more nuanced approach on landscape & AAL needed; biodiversity conclusions not 
accepted; conclusions of SFRA Addendum not accepted - green infrastructure will contribute to Climate Change 
Adaption; could provide a secondary school if required; highway transport impacts slight sustainable transport initiatives 
not properly considered.

The revised appraisal demonstrates that Eaton Leys performs well against the majority of
objectives and is ranked ahead of the Shenley Park and Salden Chase Extension. Should recommend Eaton Leys as 
the preferred option.

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Proposed Main Modifications - Representations on behalf of FCC Environment:
Enter your full representation here:
Fundamental to a plan being justified and sound is that it is based on proportionate and up to date evidence that looks 
at reasonable alternatives (NPPF, paras 31 & 35). AVDC has singularly ignored this requirement, in allocating land at 
Shenley Park for at least 1,150 homes, 110-bed care home/extra care and associated
services & infrastructure. This is a large greenfield site, currently in agricultural use, parts of which are highly sensitive 
in landscape terms. The Council's 'Landscape & Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment,'
(2019), states that "Development within the western part of the northern parcel would be seen as extending
the development edge [of Milton Keynes] to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of
development into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape," (para 5.1.25 of ED201A). Despite
this negative assessment the Council has nonetheless decided to allocate the whole site for development,
with the north-westernmost corner actually being contiguous with a part of the Whaddon Conservation Area.
The effect of this allocation would therefore, if adopted, be to cause the coalescence of Milton Keynes with
Whaddon and would also involve development crossing the landscape ridge that has hitherto defined the
built-up edge of Milton Keynes. The Final Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
version 4 (Jan 2017) also described the Shenley Park site as "highly sensitive in landscape/visual impact
terms so the scale, layout and form of development, will be very important," (Site ref: WHA001 p.253).
Development of Shenley Park would result in the loss of an extensive area of greenfield land (99ha) that
contributes to the character and beauty of the 'Whaddon Chase' countryside and is of some value for its
agricultural use.
Despite the significant detrimental effects that would arise from this proposed allocation, the Council has not
made any assessment of the potential of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, near Newton Longville. This 
site is located adjacent to the southern edge of Bletchley town and a substantial part was
formerly occupied by the Newton Longville Brickworks. Despite the fact that part of the former Brickworks site is 
allocated for employment-use redevelopment in the adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
(AVDLP) (2004) and another part has an extant consent for further employment-use redevelopment, surprisingly, the 
Council state in their 2017 HELAA that it is: "unsuitable - the site is in the open countryside separate from Newton 
Longville and Bletchley" and states that "development would be likely to have an adverse landscape & visual impact" 
(Site ref: NLV029).
That assessment conclusion is unsound on three grounds:
1. The site is adjoined by a ribbon of ten residential properties fronting Bletchley Road, which were originally associated 
with the former brickworks, and have the character of an urban terrace extending south from the built edge of Bletchley 
town and the soon to be reopened East-West rail line connecting
Bicester with Milton Keynes;
2. The Council has a long history of identifying the site as suitable for redevelopment. In 1995 the Council approved a 
Planning Brief for the Newton Longville Brickworks, which identified the former brickworks
as having: "potential for employment development" and also stated that: "this area could also be suitable for some low 
value/bad neighbour uses, provided they cause no significant nuisance to nearby residents" (p14). Subsequently, in the 
Local Plan 2004, parts of the former brickworks were allocated for employment use under policy RA.34. Subsequently, 
the Council granted planning permission for
erection of a single-storey modular office building with associated car parking and landscaping (15/00235/APP) on the 
southern part of the FCC Environment land; installation and use of a leachate treatment plant (09/20001/AWD); and 
planning permission has also been granted for the area
adjoining its northern boundary for temporary use for a construction compound incorporating storage area, site offices 
and car parking (18/04521/APP) associated with the re-opening of East-West rail;
3. The FCC site does not have the character of countryside, as it contains the remains of the former industrial use 
including access roads & hard standings. It is also very well screened by mature trees, 25 October 2019
so is not visible from the countryside to the south or west and would not therefore have a detrimental landscape impact. 
The assessment that the site is in the open countryside is therefore wrong. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
Council's own assessment of what it refers to as NLV024 in its 2017 HEELA, which relates to the part of the FCC 
Environment land furthest from Bletchley and therefore most likely to impact on the character of the  countryside. That 
assessment describes the NLV024 land as suitable for employment and acknowledges that it has granted planning 
permission for 645m2 of employment in a modular office building in this location.
Unlike Shenley Park, the previously developed FCC Environment land in Bletchley Road is currently unused, so is not 
being used efficiently or most effectively. Therefore leaving it as it is would not accord with NPPF
advice, which states that planning policies should: "give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land 
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, 
degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land" (para 118 c) and
to "promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 
identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained," (para 118 d).
Despite the imperative need to make suitable use of the FCC Environment land opportunities at Bletchley
Road, near Newton Longville, the Council has not undertaken any proper assessment regarding its redevelopment 
potential and has not been willing to engage with FCC Environment, despite the clear NPPF requirement for early, 
proportionate and effective engagement. In order to ensure that it was considered as
part of any main modifications, FCC Environment made a site submission to the Council on 1st March 2019 and stated 
that they would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to discuss the site. Further follow up letters were sent on 

Respondent: West Waddy (Mr Stephen Pickles) [32952] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2nd April and 14th August 2019 requesting a meeting, and also enclosing an
illustrative masterplan demonstrating how 600 dwellings could be accommodated on the FCC land. Council Officers 
have thus far declined to respond positively to FCC's approaches.
Given that FCC Environment had identified the land as available for redevelopment within 5 years and is
ideally placed to meet identified needs in the local area, the site should have been assessed in the sustainability, 
transport, landscape, flooding, viability, ecology, water supply and heritage assessments that  were subsequently 
undertaken on the Council's behalf in relation to the proposed main modifications and
the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update 2019 (ED204; ED205; ED206; ED208; ED210; 
ED211; ED214; RED215; ED216; ED217 & ED222). Regrettably, no consideration was given to the site in any of these 
documents. It is acknowledged that the majority of the site is currently a Biological
Notification Site. To achieve a net gain in biodiversity a large area would be left undisturbed to protect the
underlying geology and biodiversity enhancement areas are proposed in the south-west and north-east
corners of the site.
We note that the identified delivery of housing at Shenley Park is over the period 2024 - 2033. Over that
period, we consider that there would be potential to deliver up to 600 dwellings at the FCC Environment
Bletchley Road site, which would substantially reduce the amount of development needing to be provided
on greenfield land at Shenley Park. Any such reduction in size of the Shenley Park proposal would help
mitigate its landscape, transport and heritage impacts.
An illustrative masterplan of the potential development layout on FCC's land in Bletchley Road and how this
could be delivered in three phases delivering in total up to 600 dwellings is attached.
It is therefore suggested that the amount of development at Shenley Park should be reduced proportionately
by allocating the FCC Bletchley Road land, as identified on the attached illustrative masterplan, which would
in turn:
- enable a landscape gap to be maintained, thereby preserving the separate identity of Whaddon
and preventing coalescence with Milton Keynes;
- protect the character, appearance and setting of the Whaddon Conservation Area;
- significantly reduce the amount of greenfield development needed on the sensitive southern parcel  of the Shenley 
Park site; and
- enable the unused previously developed FCC Environment land of the former Brick works to be
brought back into active use.
Without these adjustments, we contend that the Plan is unsound as the proposed allocation of Shenley Park
does not constitute "an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, based on  proportionate 
evidence", nor is it consistent with the NPPF in terms of making most effective use of land
(para 35).

Change to Plan Allocate previously developed FCC Environment land at the former Brick Works in Bletchley Road, north of Newton 
Longville for up to 600 dwellings and make a proportionate reduction in the size of proposed allocation at Shenley Park, 
for the reasons outlined in the full representation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The allocation of Shenley Park is unsound. It would extend Milton Keynes beyond a firm landscape ridge and have 
significant adverse landscape impacts, particularly on the southern parcel where Milton Keynes would effectively 
coalesce with Whaddon village, adversely impacting upon the
character of its Conservation Area. Alternative brownfield land is available on part of the FCC
Environment land at Bletchley Road, north of Newton Longville, which was a former Brick Works.
Redevelopment here would have a much lower environmental impact and could help preserve the
separateness of Whaddon and Milton Keynes.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main modifications response form.pdf

Illustrative Masterplan.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2743 - 32603 - MM076 - i, ii, iii

2743 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: It is unreasonable for Aylesbury Vale to meet its housing needs by unilaterally 'tacking on' an additional 1,800 homes to 
Milton Keynes. 
With an average family size of 2.4 persons (2017 ONS Data), Shenley Park alone will increase the population of Milton 
Keynes by 4,320 people. Each of whom will require access to a GP, hospital, dentist, supermarket, etc. It has been 
assumed that these facilities are readily accessible and have sufficient capacity. This is not the case. The nearest GP, 
Westcroft medical centre, already has long waiting times and queues for appointments. Milton Keynes Hospital 
Maternity unit has to turn people away at peak times and waiting times at A&E are already three to four hours. 
It is unreasonable to expect that Milton Keynes should provide these facilities for the residents of Aylesbury Vale, who 
will not contribute council tax towards maintaining them.
Further, in the South East, the average number of cars per household is 1.4 (Data from 2018), meaning that an 
additional 2,520 cars will be present in Shenley Park. These will contribute significantly to background noise (The 
Western edge of Kingsmead and Oxley Park are currently the only 'quiet' parts of Milton Keynes), and to congestion 
(the A421 at bottledump roundabout already queues at peak times). Shenley Park will need to be gritted in Winter and 
this may not be properly coordinated with Milton Keynes, resulting in resident confusion and frustration. Will the council 
tax paid to Aylesbury Vale cover the gritting, or will this provision be expected of Milton Keynes?
Milton Keynes have their own planning philosophies and requirements, to ensure that the city develops in a measured, 
controlled way. For example, at inception Milton Keynes did not allow any buildings of more than two storeys high. Has 
this development been planned according to the latest Milton Keynes planning guidelines? Is the anticipated housing 
density the same as a typical estate in MK? How will any changes in guidelines over the delivery period be reflected in 
the Aylesbury Vale plan? Will a planning working group be established to ensure this. None of these points have been 
identified by the 'plan' document.

Change to Plan Coordination is required between Milton Keynes Council Planning Department and Aylesbury Vale in order to ensure 
that the development is in line with Milton Keynes planning requirements, including access to medical care, road 
infrastructure, retail infrastructure, etc.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: 1. It is unreasonable for Aylesbury Vale to meet its housing needs by unilaterally 'tacking on' an additional 1,800 homes 
to Milton Keynes. 
2. Medical and retail infrastructure in insufficient to support the addition of 4,320 people.
3. The addition of 2,520 cars will increase noise and congestion.
4. The development is not coordinated with the Milton Keynes planning guidelines (past, present and future)

Respondent: Mr Douglas Cross [32603] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2758 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: It appears this site has been parachuted in at the last minute and I do not believe there has been adequate public 
consultation, nor with the relevant Parish Council, nor with residents of the adjoining areas of Milton Keynes. This would 
then appear to be unsound and procedurally unfair.

Change to Plan At a minimum there should be Examination hearings to gather the responses of both Whaddon and Milton Keynes

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: It appears this site has been parachuted in at the last minute and I do not believe there has been adequate public 
consultation, nor with the relevant Parish Council, nor with residents of the adjoining areas of Milton Keynes. This would 
then appear to be unsound and procedurally unfair.

Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2761 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001), on the grounds that the Local Plan is neither sound nor legally compliant. It is totally unfair that residents 
have been denied the opportunity to speak at earlier Hearing Sessions. I support the Whaddon Parish Council 
objection and ask the inspector to reopen the Hearings and listen to and consider Whaddon village concerns in detail.

Change to Plan I object to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001), on the grounds that the Local Plan is neither sound nor legally compliant. It is totally unfair that residents 
have been denied the opportunity to speak at earlier Hearing Sessions. I support the Whaddon Parish Council 
objection and ask the inspector to reopen the Hearings and listen to and consider Whaddon village concerns in detail.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: I object to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001), on the grounds that the Local Plan is neither sound nor legally compliant. It is totally unfair that residents 
have been denied the opportunity to speak at earlier Hearing Sessions. I support the Whaddon Parish Council 
objection and ask the inspector to reopen the Hearings and listen to and consider Whaddon village concerns in detail.

Respondent: Mr H Cheema [28747] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2765 - 28883 - MM076 - None

2765 Support

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This is the best of the alternatives for  a 'site in close proximity to Milton Keynes'.

Current concerns about access into/out of Salden Chase and opposition to modifications to Bottle Dump and Tattenhoe 
roundabouts mean that delays to this phase of development could make Salden Chase extension, west of Whaddon 
Road and isolated island of development. The development of Eaton Leys is problematic due to regular flooding of the 
Ouzel River. Also the development is cut off from the rest of Bletchley/Milton Keynes by the River Ouzel and canal and 
the eats west rail running from Woburn Sands to Fenny Stratford via Bow Brickhill. These natural and man made 
barriers create limited options for linkage into established developments and already the Brickhill Street level crossing 
creates probles at peak periods which would only be increased with additional housing at Eaton Leys

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: This is the best of the alternatives for  a 'site in close proximity to Milton Keynes'. There are other issues with a Salden 
Chase extension and Eaton Leys (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Paul   Griffiths [28883] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2773 - 32628 - MM076 - None

2773 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: "The Committee RESOLVED that it was sensible to do extra houses on these pockets of lands but feel that it should 
follow the Plan:MK of redways and linear parks, there is a concern that whilst the site identified as adjacent to MK, that 
these actually fall within the boundary of the MK and as such would have a detrimental effect on the infrastructure and 
service provision within MK such as schools and medical facilities.  If policy SD15 identifies the likelihood of an impact, 
then Aylesbury Vale should be responsible for providing the funding which would have an impact on these services 
The committee would like to understand what impact that this would have on the 5YHLS and if it would impact on our 
figures, or whether the building of homes would actually support our housing supply"

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: "Committee RESOLVED that it was sensible to do extra houses on these pockets of lands but feel that it should follow 
the Plan:MK of redways and linear parks.Concern that site identified as adjacent to MK, that these actually fall within 
the boundary of the MK will have a detrimental effect on the infrastructure and services within MK such as schools and 
medical facilities.  If policy SD15 identifies the likelihood of an impact, then Aylesbury Vale should be responsible for 
providing the funding. 
Any impact on the 5YHLS and if  building of homes would actually support our housing supply"

Respondent: Wolverton & Greenleys Town Council (Mandy 

Shipp) [32628]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2790 - 32635 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

2790 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: FIRSTLY
1. Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission'
version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), so Whaddon Parish Council {WPC) and
residents have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross examine
AVDC's decision to choose SP over the other two competing sites during the public hearing
sessions held by the Inspector in July 2018. The alternative sites are Eaton Leys (EL) and Sa Iden
Chase (SC). This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182 and especially 155.
2. Because of the very late introduction of SP, the Inspector must be strongly encouraged to
reopen a further hearing session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial
omission can be rectified. It is completely UNFAIR (important to use this word in your
response!) and UNJUST not to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing' between the
three competing sites.
3. To simply accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and
justification will render the final plan unsound and possibly unlawful.
4. Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the impact such a
large development will have on their environment, lives & health, road safety, and general wellbeing
etc. Despite the site being mentioned at a much earlier stage (but then deleted) this
consultation is TOO LITTLE, TOO LATE. (and far too complex given the amount of information on
the AVDC website).
SECONDLY
1. Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' - when considering
significant, strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. Such a 'duty' cannot be rectified
during a public consultation period, so failure to do so at a much earlier stage can lead the
Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. This is contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014
version)
2. Yes AVDC have paid 'lip-service' to this advice, by indicating to MKC what they were doing, but
they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation {a minimum of 1150 new homes)
through 'effective discussion' or 'proper joint working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty
to Co-operate' at an early stage ...... especially as MKC are the major town and Lead Authority
which adjoins the three neighbouring and competing sites.
3. MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October, and members across all parties agreed
that a failure of co-operation has occurred, and that community engagement has been minimal.
4. Non-compliance with such an important issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan
with meaningful policies, is very concerning. MKC could, and should have helped select the best
and most sustainable site. This lack of engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' ..... .
hence further reason to re-open the hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not
to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC and indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and
residents.
LASTLY
The important North Bucks Way isn't mentioned at all, but a new road access into SP must cut
across this obvious natural boundary that currently forms a strong defensible western edge to the
existing built up area of MK. Its importance as an old established landscaped barrier and existing
habitat and wildlife corridor is overlooked.
Cutting through this ancient North Bucks Way corridor by one, if not two grid road extensions will
unnecessarily harm attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside which does not enjoy any further
logical outer boundary that could be described as a similar long-term and defensible boundary.
I understood that 'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' were placed at the top of MK's agenda, with
ambitions to become the 'Greenest City in the World' with a vision of becoming a 'World-leading
sustainable City', whilst celebrating the rich variety of wildlife by protecting landscapes and habitats
etc". Crossing the hugely important North Bucks Way wildlife corridor into much valued open
countryside and natural habitats would destroy such MKC ideals, especially when less harmful sites
exist and were considered by AVDC during the Site Assessment process.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs.
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Sa Iden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement
for Shenley Park.
Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale -
thereby helping that town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes

Summary: Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) and residents have been denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross
examine AVDC's decision to choose SP over the other two competing sites. A further hearing session at the
end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial omission can be rectified and some of the hugely
important points that WPC wish to make in terms of a representation can be made.
A failure of co-operation has occurred, and community engagement has been minimal.
The Current plan is probably unlawful

Respondent: Mr Rhys Collins [32635] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2790 Object
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Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications
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2791 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I wish to strongly OBJECT to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of
Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference WHA001).

Shenley Park (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission'
version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), so as a long-standing resident of
Whaddon, I have been denied the opportunity to examine AVDC's decision to choose SP
over Eaton Leys (EL) and Salden Chase (SC) during the public hearing sessions held by
the Inspector in July 2018. Not only is this unjust and unfair, it is in breach of NPPF
paragraphs 158 and 182 and especially 155. The impact such a large development will
have on road safety, my environment, health, and general well-being is huge.

Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' when
considering significant cross-boundary housing allocations. Failure to do so can lead the
Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. This is contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008
(2014 version). AVDC indicated to MKC (the major town and Lead Authority which adjoins
the three neighbouring and competing sites) what they were doing, but they have not
addressed this key strategic housing allocation (a minimum of 1150 new homes) through
'effective discussion' or 'proper joint working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to
Co-operate' at an early enough stage. This lack of engagement renders this part of the
plan unsound.

I urge AVDC to re-open the hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not
to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC - and indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and
me as a resident.

The landscape of the area is an important reason SP should be deleted from the proposed
plans. The North Bucks Way is an ancient and historic footpath. New road access into
SP must cut across this obvious natural boundary that currently forms a strong defensible
western edge to the existing built up area of MK. Its importance as an old established
landscaped barrier and the existing habitat and wildlife corridor has been overlooked.
Cutting through this ancient North Bucks Way corridor by new grid road extensions will
unnecessarily harm attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside.

Through traffic is a major concern as the impact could have devastating consequences for
Whaddon village, particularly on road safety and the immediate environment due to ever
worsening and increasing 'rat-running' through its two Conservation Areas, and past a
school and playgroup. Traffic numbers and higher levels of HGVs worsen year on year.
I believe Eaton Leys should be the preferred choice as it is a logical infill site that would
sensibly round off the eastern side of MK. The total site lies within and is fully contained by
the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass, meaning that there will be no encroachment into open
countryside beyond. Obvious infill sites should be chosen before despoiling virgin
countryside.

The EL site has close links to Fenny Stratford amenities and Bletchley Railway Station.
New or improved footpath and redway links are planned, or are already being enhanced.
Much has been written or talked about a 'Bletchley Regeneration'. These two sites
together could surely help this ambition and be considered for, and contribute towards, the
ongoing regeneration plan.

I ask the inspector to re-open the hearings and listen to and consider my and
Whaddon Village's concerns in detail.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs,
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a
sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be
identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that town's
sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Summary: I OBJECT to the new site policy relating to Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076.
Denied the opportunity to examine AVDC's decision - unjust and unfair.
Lack of engagement between MKC and AVDC renders this part of the plan unsound.
Houses will impact landscape and environment - North Bucks Way - historic footpath,
and road-safety due to increased traffic past Whaddon school and playgroup.
Eaton Leys should be the preferred choice as it is a logical infill site and will help
regenerate the area. I urge the inspector to re-open the hearings and listen to and
consider my and Whaddon Village's concerns.

Respondent: Mrs Angie Joint [32619] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2792 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Eaton Leys (B) seems the more obvious choice. It would be filling in a corner of the area with very little little disturbance 
to the boundary.
Areas (A) and (C) both extend out from natural boundary, and Whaddon in particular  would struggle to cope with the 
increase in traffic should area (A) be developed.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Eaton Leys (B) seems the more obvious choice. It would be filling in a corner of the area with very little little disturbance 
to the boundary.
Areas (A) and (C) both extend out from natural boundary, and Whaddon in particular  would struggle to cope with the 
increase in traffic should area (A) be developed.

Respondent: Mr Vincent Dudley [32638] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2793 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the Nov 2017 'proposed submission' version of the VALP, so 
Whaddon residents have been denied the opportunity to properly debate AVDC'S decision to choose SP over the 2 
competing sites during the public hearing held by the inspector in July 2018. This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 
and 182, and especially 155. 

It is completely UNFAIR and UNJUST not to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing' between the 3 competing 
sites. Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operate when considering significant strategic 
cross boundary housing allocations. Such a 'Duty' cannot be rectified during a public consultation period, so failure to 
do at a much earlier stage can lead the inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. 

This is contrary to PPG paragraphs 3-008 (2014 version). 

Milton Keynes Council has agreed that a failure of co- operation has occurred and this makes this part of the plan 
'unsound'.
 
The development at Shenley Park would cause considerable extra traffic congestion, both in Whaddon and on the 
A421. 

The Eaton Leys site would seem more suitable, as it has good road links - the A4146 and the A5, and has better 
access to railway stations at Bletchley and Fenny Stratford.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs. Eaton Leys Bletchley should be 
considered as a sustainable replacement for Shenley Park.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The VALP Is unsound and unjust because Shenley Park was not originally included, and therefore has not been 
debated adequately. 
'Duty of co - operation with MKC has not been fulfilled.

Respondent: Mr Phi Tebbs [32639] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2801 Support

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We note that an additional site allocation for 1,150 homes and associated uses and infrastructure at Shenley Park is 
proposed.

Anglian Water is supportive of the requirements for early engagement with Anglian Water in relation to water supply 
and sewerage network capacity together with the preparation of a foul drainage strategy. 

We also fully support the requirement of a surface water drainage strategy based on sustainable drainage principles.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We note that an additional site allocation for 1,150 homes and associated uses and infrastructure at Shenley Park is 
proposed.

Anglian Water is supportive of the requirements for early engagement with Anglian Water in relation to water supply 
and sewerage network capacity together with the preparation of a foul drainage strategy. 

We also fully support the requirement of a surface water drainage strategy based on sustainable drainage principles.

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison 

Manager) [29922]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2933 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Although "existing secondary schools" could be interpreted to include grammar schools, there should be clear provision 
for the Royal Latin School, (as the site will be in its catchment area for any suitably qualified secondary pupils), should 
a new secondary school be provided on site as this would seem to negate a financial contribution towards existing 
secondary schools, and thus with the increased number of houses on this site, there could be a significant number of 
suitably qualified pupils seeking a place at the local grammar school, but without any financial provision to the school.

Change to Plan Provision for financial contribution to the Royal Latin Grammar School in the event that a secondary school is provided 
on site.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Although "existing secondary schools" could be interpreted to include grammar schools, there should be clear provision 
for the Royal Latin School, (as the site will be in its catchment area for any suitably qualified secondary pupils), should 
a new secondary school be provided on site as this would seem to negate a financial contribution towards existing 
secondary schools, and thus with the increased number of houses on this site, there could be a significant number of 
suitably qualified pupils seeking a place at the local grammar school, but without any financial provision to the school.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3020 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached documents:

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 2
32735 Crest Nicholson Section 3
32735 Crest Nicholson Appendix 1

That set out Crest Nicholson's support, subject to minor proposed changes, to MM076.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (officer changed from support to object as changes are being requested)

Please see attached documents:

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 2
32735 Crest Nicholson Section 3
32735 Crest Nicholson Appendix 1

That set out Crest Nicholson's support, subject to minor proposed changes, to MM076.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 3.pdf

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 2.pdf

32735 Crest Nicholson Appendix 1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3029 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan It is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the MK City boundary into Shenley Park. Why cross a strong 
defensible bridleway boundary such as the heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way into beautiful and much valued 
open sunspoilt countryside, when there are two more appropriate, and easier to develop, alternative sites available at 
Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC and residents 
have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross-examing AVDC's decision to chose SP over 
the two competing sites. It is unfair and unjust not to allow detailed comparison testing between the three competing 
sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operates when considering significant strategic cross-
boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid lip service to this, but have not addressed this through effective 
discussion or joint working.

Respondent: Mr David Froggatt [32740] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32740 Froggatt, David_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC and residents 
have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross-examing AVDC's decision to chose SP over 
the two competing sites. It is unfair and unjust not to allow detailed comparison testing between the three competing 
sites.
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operates when considering significant strategic cross-
boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid lip service to this, but have not addressed this through effective 
discussion or joint working.

Respondent: Mrs  Dorothy Froggatt [32742] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32742 Froggatt, Dorothy_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: It is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the MK City boundary into Shenley Park at the current time. Why 
cross a strong, defensible bridleway boundary, such as the heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way, into beautiful 
and much-valued open unspoilt countryside - when there are two more appropriate, and easier-to-develop alternative 
sites available at Salden Chase and (particularly) Eaton Leys.

Because of the very late introduction of Shenley Park to VALP, the Inspector should open a further hearing session at 
the end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial change can be rectified. It is completely unfair and unjust 
not to allow detailed and proper comparison testing between the three competing sites. To simply accept AVDC's 
preferred choice of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification would render the final plan unsound and 
possibly unlawful.

AVDC has not addressed this key strategic housing allocation (a minimum of 1150 new homes) through 'effective 
discussion' or 'proper joint working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate at an early stage' ...... 
especially as MKC is the major town and Lead Authority adjoining the three neighbouring and competing sites. There is 
no Concept Plan or Illustrative Layout to examine (unlike some other major sites in the Plan) so how can residents 
understand what is proposed? Crest Homes in their May 2014 Development Opportunities Plan have demonstrated this 
dangerous concept by showing future development directional arrows heading further west, towards Coddimoor Lane, 
well beyond the boundary they currently propose in this version of VALP for the 'at least' 1150 homes.

The traffic and "rat-running" through Whaddon (a Conservation Area!) is already becoming insufferable. AVDC has said 
that it is not normal to have detailed plans for traffic, for example, in strategic Local Plan allocations, as these will be 
drawn up later at Detailed and Supplemental Planning stages, at which time there will be further public 
consultation.......but of course by then the site would be confirmed in the Local Plan! Answers must be provided now 
before such a major site is confirmed, as the impact could have devastating road safety and environmental 
consequences for Whaddon village, particularly the High Street where so many properties directly abut the road and 
the pavements are below accepted modern standards i.e. narrow, damaged, sloping - or non-existent (often with little 
scope for improvement)!

Change to Plan The modification should be removed and further consideration given to sustainable sites e.g. Eaton Leys or Salden 
Chase.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: This proposal has not been properly considered/ tested, especially in relation to highways, traffic and local services.

Respondent: Mr Roy Scott [32781] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: On behalf of the residents of Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, I strongly object to the inclusion of 'Shenley Park' as a 
new housing allocation in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) modifications. The inclusion of such a large housing 
site at this late stage and the drastic change from the original plan raise a number of questions about the suitability, 
process and sustainability of such a site. It is highly doubtful that an acceptable and policy-compliant development 
could be delivered at the Shenley Park site. There is no evidence of a robust yet proportionate site selection process 
underpinning the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, and therefore the proposed allocation is not justified.
As identified by Milton Keynes Council (MKC), the allocation of Shenley Park was initially proposed at Regulation 18 
stage of the VALP. However, this was removed from the Regulation 19 version of the VALP and the VALP as 
submitted for examination. The reappearance of such a strategically significant prospective allocation at Shenley Park 
via the Examination in Public and the Proposed Main Modifications consultation has, understandably, come as a 
significant surprise to the communities of Tattenhoe, Kingsmead and Oxley Park within Milton Keynes which I 
represent. These communities would not have felt it necessary to engage in the Regulation 19 consultation on the 
VALP as Shenley Park had been removed as proposed allocation, and therefore have not had a voice in the 
examination proceedings to date. I strongly support Milton Keynes Council's proposal to re-open the examination 
hearings. This is necessary allow my residents to further explain any written objections and challenge any further 
submissions or statements made by AVDC in support of the proposed allocation. It is critically important that residents 
in Milton Keynes are not seen to be disadvantaged through the consideration of such a significant change to the VALP 
at this late stage of the plan-making process. 
The proposed allocation of the Shenley Park is not viable due to 2 main issues, mainly raised by point f in the site-
specific requirements: '....the development will use some facilities in Milton Keynes, given its proximity. Milton Keynes 
also provides an access point into the site'. The first issue being it's difficulty in complying with policy SD15 of Plan:MK 
(2019) which details the requirements of any development on the Milton Keynes border. It is widely acknowledged that 
this development is essentially an extension of Milton Keynes and not a stand-alone development in Aylesbury Vale. 
The impact this will have on the infrastructure and services in Milton Keynes is huge, and the VALP does not address 
this satisfactorily. Impact on health care, education and services such as libraries and children's centres will be large 
and this cannot be mitigated through one-off financial contributions such as S106. The lack of council tax revenue for 
MKC from the residents of Shenley Park means we would be taking on additional burden without sufficient funding. 
This is not a sustainable proposal.
The second issue is that of highways and access to the site. Point f states, 'Milton Keynes also provides an access 
point into the site' which I feel presumes a lot. The indicative design with access to the site through the extension of the 
H6 Child's Way has caused upset and concern amongst my residents and the site cannot be brought forward whilst it is 
so reliant on a Milton Keynes planning decision to allow extension of the H6 or the H7. The impact on the residential 
amenity for residents of Harlow Crescent and Saltwood Avenue in Oxley Park and Kingsmead respectively would be 
sufficient to refuse any application. The site would not be deliverable without this access point and there would be a 
huge public campaign to ensure this is not granted. 
Overall, I urge the authority to reconsider the allocation of Shenley Park as a housing site. It is not viable due to the 
reasons outlined above, and there is no real evidence to suggest why this site has been included again after it was 
initially ruled out. The decision to include it is rushed, ill conceived and open to challenge. I urge the LPA to either 
withdraw the site or, as indicted above, re-open the examination hearings to allow full exploration of all possible options. 
Please allow my residents, and all residents of Milton Keynes who would be affected by development in Aylesbury 
Vale, a chance to really get across their views and concerns before a final decision is made.

Change to Plan I urge the authority to reconsider the allocation of Shenley Park as a housing site. It is not viable due to the reasons 
outlined above, and there is no real evidence to suggest why this site has been included again after it was initially ruled 
out. The decision to include it is rushed, ill conceived and open to challenge. I urge the LPA to either withdraw the site 
or, as indicted above, re-open the examination hearings to allow full exploration of all possible options. Please allow my 
residents, and all residents of Milton Keynes who would be affected by development in Aylesbury Vale, a chance to 
really get across their views and concerns before a final decision is made.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary:  I urge the authority to reconsider the allocation of Shenley Park as a housing site. It is not viable due to the reasons 
outlined above, and there is no real evidence to suggest why this site has been included again after it was initially ruled 
out. The decision to include it is rushed, ill conceived and open to challenge. I urge the LPA to either withdraw the site 
or, as indicted above, re-open the examination hearings to allow full exploration of all possible options.

Respondent: Milton Keynes Council (Councillor Anthony  

Brown) [32581]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I do not consider modifications MMO75 and MMO76 of AVDC's Local Plan (VALP), specifically the inclusion of the 
Shenley Park (WHA001) development area, to be sound or justified.

Shenley Park (WHA001) was NOT included in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan published in November 2017.  Its 
exclusion meant it was not included in the public hearing held in July 2018, denying local residents the opportunity to 
scrutinise the plans and AVDC's proposals.  This is a serious breach of NPPF guidelines (specifically paragraphs 155, 
158 and 182).  This is unfair and unjust.

Shenley Park's late inclusion means it has not been subject to the same level of preparation, and investigation as other 
identified development sites, including Eaton Leys and Salden Chase.  Nor have objectors to Shenley Park been 
afforded the same time or opportunity to investigate, scrutinise and formally object to the suggested development.  How 
can Shenley Park possibly be subject to the same tight deadline?  Did AVDC know that Shenley Park is less suitable 
and that it would meet stiff opposition - and hope that by only including it at the last minute, it would slip through 
unnoticed and/or unchallenged?

Specifically, in relation to WHA001, there are no concept plans, no illustrative layouts, no indication of highway 
distribution, no projections of vehicular/traffic impacts, no details of the green barrier between Whaddon village and 
new housing, no details regarding how essential public services will be paid for and no consideration to how to limit 
future development and urban sprawl once the natural development barrier of the North Bucks Way has been breached.

Some of these glaring developmental omissions can be explained by the almost total lack of cooperation between 
AVDC and MKDC - as confirmed by MKDC at their full council meeting on 23rd October 2019 when members across 
all parties agreed that a 'failure of cooperation' had occurred in contravention of 2014's PPG (paragraph 3-008), risking 
a non-adoption report.  This lack of cooperation has resulted in a disturbing lack of information in certain key 
development areas - resulting in a VALP that is demonstrably unsound, non-complaint and possibly unlawful.  

At this stage I would like to formally record my support for all the points raised in the submission prepared by Whaddon 
Parish Council, whose knowledge of development matters is second to none given their previous efforts to protect 
Whaddon village and the rolling countryside of the Whaddon Chase Valley.  AVDC would do well to consult with them 
at the earliest opportunity.

I have decided to focus my detailed representation on the following areas:

TRAFFIC
AVDC is aware that Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) collects detailed traffic volume data - but neither AVDC nor 
AECOMS consulted with or asked WPC for their traffic data before preparing their proposals.  Why not?  Where is the 
local engagement?  WPC can statistically demonstrate that weekday traffic levels have increased by over 50% in the 
last 5 years.  Road safety is a serious concern to Whaddon residents, many of whom will testify that both 
vehicle/vehicle accidents and vehicle/pedestrian accidents have increased over recent years.  HGV traffic has also 
increased, leaving village access roads dangerously potholed - a point AVDC finally acknowledged when they recently 
agreed to resurface the entire length of Codimoor Lane.  When asked by Whaddon Parish Council how a new grid road 
would address traffic concerns in Whaddon, AVDC revealed they had no plans and no answers!  Is AVDC aware of the 
sound public planning principle (adopted by both Government and Local Authorities nationwide) that 'infrastructure 
must come before development'?  Worryingly, AVDC confirmed that traffic issues would only be resolved at the 
detailed planning stage.  And if they can't be?  It would then be too late.  Sensible, sustainable planning policy dictates 
that you resolve issues before committing to considerable expense.  It would be foolhardy to start a journey before 
deciding on the destination.  Clearly a proposed development of this scale sited on the border between Aylesbury Vale 
and Milton Keynes requires traffic impact analysis across both authorities.  Not only has this not occurred, but each 
authority uses a different traffic modelling technique (neither of which consider the impact of major development on the 
surrounding road network).  Given the 'failure of cooperation' between AVDC and MKC, it is clear that cooperation at 
the traffic impact level has not taken place.  Further evidence of this lack of cooperation is evidenced by MKC's refusal 
to consent to access into Salden Chase from the A421 due to 'insufficient evidence to mitigate traffic'.  If development 
of 1,855 houses is approved at Salden Chase, how will residents access their homes?  Via Newton Longville?  This 
would have a devastating effect on Newton Longville.  MKC could similarly deny access to Shenley Park (WHA001) 
from the A421 or along the North Bucks Way, with the resulting traffic through Whaddon destroying the character, 
environment and safety of Whaddon village.  Both authorities should be reminded that their failure to cooperate is a 
clear contravention of 2014's PPG (paragraph 3-008) and risks a non-adoption report recommendation from the 
Inspector.  These important issues cannot simply be overlooked and must be resolved before identified development 
sites can be included in the Local Plan.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES
The failure of AVDC and MKDC to cooperate by engaging in effective discussion and undertaking proper joint-working 
has also led to serious concerns regarding the provision of and long-term sustainability of essential public services.  In 
summary, Shenley Park residents would reside in Aylesbury Vale, pay taxes to AVDC, but use taxpayer-funded 
services in Milton Keynes.  For example:

Respondent: Mr Adam Stewart [32747] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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    * EDUCATION:  WHA001 outline plans do not provide for a secondary school as it would 'not be viable'.  Where then 
will children of secondary school age be educated?  Especially when you consider that Milton Keynes' secondary 
schools are already at full capacity (and in any case are intended for MKC residents).  More worryingly, how will their 
education be financed?  Due to the lack of cooperation between AVDC and MKDC there has been no discussion (and 
therefore no agreement) on any transfers of taxes raised from residents of any of the identified development areas to 
MKDC in order to adequately fund secondary schools.
    * EMPLOYMENT:  Remarkably, the Main Modifications do not mention employment.  It is highly likely that residents 
of Shenley Park (WHA001) would work in Milton Keynes.  Transport infrastructure in Milton Keynes is already at 
breaking point and Whaddon has evidence of steadily increasing volumes of traffic, with corresponding increases in 
danger to both motorists and pedestrians.  MKC's November 2019 refusal to consent access into Salden Chase from 
the A421 is a problem that is highly likely to apply to WHA001.  Due to a lack of cooperation, insufficient thought has 
been given to linking future residents to their place of work.  Without a sustainable transport plan, VALP, and in 
particular the inclusion of WHA001, is unsound.
    * HEALTHCARE AND AMBULANCE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for healthcare 
services.  Residents will inevitably use health services located in Milton Keynes, especially Milton Keynes Hospital.  
Limited cooperation on budgeting for residents of Shenley Park's use of Milton Keynes Hospital has taken place and 
AVDC has only agreed to a single, one-off payment of £2m.  There have been no discussions regarding the ongoing 
and financing of the provision of healthcare and ambulance services.  Certainly a £2m one-off fiscal transfer will be a 
drop in the ocean compared to the ongoing cost of providing hospital services to approximately 2,900 new AVDC 
residents.
    * WASTE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for waste services.  Residents will inevitably use 
waste services, including recycling facilities, located in Milton Keynes.
    * POLICE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for police services.  Residents in WHA001 will 
inevitably use and rely on police services located in Milton Keynes.
    * FIRE SERVICES:  Shenley Park (WHA001) does not provide for fire services.  Residents in WHA001 will inevitably 
use and rely on the fire prevention and extinguishing services located in Milton Keynes.

Milton Keynes Council (MKC) currently uses a tariff system to fund infrastructure and community facilities.  Every new 
dwelling contributes £20,000.  If WHA001 were located in Milton Keynes, the 1,150 new homes would raise c. £23m for 
MKC.  As it stands, and due to a complete failure to cooperate, MKC will receive just £2m (nominally earmarked for MK 
hospital), instead of c. £23m (plus ongoing council tax revenue).  Recognising that MKC is being asked to fund 
significant infrastructure and ongoing public services provision for AVDC residents, MKC members have suggested that 
a boundary change be considered to allow MKC to align the revenue collection and service provision for any new 
residents.  This was immediately rejected by AVDC - in no small part due to the undeniable fact that WHA001 allows 
AVDC to collect a significant sum in council taxes whilst letting MKC bear the cost of providing many of their essential 
public services.

Referring to WHA001, the 'suggested changes' document mentions that 'the development will use some facilities in 
Milton Keynes, given its proximity'  (paragraph f).  The reference to 'some' is repeated in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report Addendum in Section 9.9.1.  'Some' dependency is unacceptably vague.  MM076 mentions a primary school 
and a small care home - but there is almost no mention of any public service provision for residents between primary 
school age and those entering a care home.  AVDC must more clearly define which public services AVDC is providing 
and financing and which public services they are expecting MKC to provide and finance.  Can AVDC confirm what 
discussions have taken place between AVDC and MKDC in relation to the provision of and the financing of essential 
public services?  Has an agreement been reached?  It is clear that there will be an almost total dependency of 
residents in WHA001 on public services provided by and paid for by Milton Keynes Council.  Is it any wonder the 
members have serious reservation and are objecting even at this early stage in small but meaningful ways, such as 
refusing to grant planning permission for access roads from the A421?

The issue arising from the provision of all public services is that AVDC will collect local taxes, but it will be MKC that will 
bear the cost of providing essential public services - or not.  Without cooperation, MKC will either refuse to provide 
services for residents of AVDC, or these services will be underfunded and deficient.  Cooperation - and an agreement 
on fiscal transfers to fund joint services - must take place and be concluded before any discussion about development 
should begin.  Without agreement on transfers of money to provide for the essential public services - or an agreed 
boundary change, the VALP is unsustainable, non-complaint and therefore unsound.

MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT BARRIER
In 1998, a study by Llewelyn-Davies (at the request of SERPLAN) concluded that the 'Shenley Ridge forms a division 
between the urbanity of Milton Keynes and the rolling Buckinghamshire
countryside'.  The study repeated the earlier recommendations that future development be kept to the East of Shenley 
Ridge which "forms a logical and obvious boundary to development".

The Public Inspector wrote that he did "not see the logic of regarding the Whaddon Valley as a possible long-term 
development area.  To do so disregards the qualities of the valley landscape and the merits of the Shenley Ridge as a 
logical and clear long-term boundary.".  He concluded by confirming that in his view "the combination of the character 
of the landscape and the distinctiveness of the ridge dictate that development should not "spill over" the ridge."

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-policy/documents/Part_1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The North Bucks Way is a natural continuation of the Shenley Ridge and therefore serious consideration should be 
given to the findings and conclusions of the Planning Inspector's report (dated 7th April 2004).  AVDC should 
conclude - alongside MKC - that the heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way should represent 'a logical and obvious 
boundary to development'.  It is illogical and unnecessary to expand the city boundary into WHA001.  Milton Keynes' 
own 'Strategic Development Directions Consultation' document (dated January 2016) identified the development areas 
in question, including WHA001, to be 'potential strategic green spaces and linear park extensions'.  Further evidence 
that there has been no serious co-ordination or joint strategic planning regarding development sites abutting local 
authority boundaries.

Even the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal - so heavily relied upon by VALP - confirms that 'significant development 
would be contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan objectives'.  Both 
Shenley Park (WHA001) and Salden Chase are within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area!

Without defining a natural development barrier, where would encroachment into the open countryside end?  
Buckingham?  AVDC should mirror MKC's  ambitions to ensure 'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' are placed at the 
top of the agenda whilst celebrating the rich variety of wildlife by protecting landscapes and habitats etc.  Many 
objectors to this amendment and development at Shenley Park (WHA001) will consider that AVDC is too easily 
influenced by profit-hungry developers - many of whom are already racing to secure development rights on tracts of 
agricultural land reaching as far as Buckingham town.  This is evidenced by Crest Homes' 'Development Opportunity 
Plan (May 2014) showing future development directional arrows pointing even further west than the development 
proposed at Shenley Park (WHA001).  Local Authorities in conjunction with local stakeholders should be defining future 
development areas based on sound planning practices, not developers with deep pockets and solely economic 
motives. 

CONCLUSION
It is undeniable that AVDC has only included WHA001 at this late stage due to its failure to allocate housing in 
previously approved sites in Buckingham, Winslow, Haddenham etc.  Why should the residents of South-West Milton 
Keynes - and Whaddon in particular - suffer the consequences of a poorly prepared submission only because AVDC 
failed to follow due process?  Lack of time to prepare sound local area plans should not replace the need for adherence 
to sensible planning practice and regulations.  There are serious and unanswered questions regarding the late inclusion 
of WHA001, lack of due process and representation, lack of official documents (and the complex manner in which they 
are presented to the public), environmental concerns (especially in relation to suggested development within a 
Biodiversity opportunity Area), concerns regarding the initial and ongoing cost of providing essential public services to 
residents of AVDC, not to mention the funding of and findings of the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal and a 
demonstrable failure of AVDC and MKC to cooperate and work jointly on even the most basic of issues such as site 
access.  

Although I have focused the attention of my objection on why WHA001 is totally unsuitable for development, resulting 
in an unsound and legally non-complaint VALP, if development must take place in one or more of the identified sites, 
there are clearly more acceptable sites than Shenley Park, including Eaton Leys.

AVDC must now answer the following questions:
    * Why was Shenley Park (WHA001) not considered suitable for the 2017 VALP?
    * Why was it suddenly (and unexpectedly) included in the October 2019 modifications document?
    * Does AVDC accept the inclusion of WHA001 at such a late stage is in breach of NPPF guidelines?
    * Will AVDC publish the results of the research that led it to conclude there would only be 'some' dependence of 
residents, when even a brief glance through the published documents reveal that there would be an almost total 
dependence.
    * Will AVDC publish the results of their discussions and cooperation with MKC - especially in relation to capacity 
building and ongoing financial sustainability of essential public services, including details of ongoing transfers AVDC 
will make to MKC.
    * What degree of influence does the landowner and potential developer of WHA001 have on AVDC?
    * In reaching their conclusions, AVDC appears to place disproportionate weight on the findings of the AECOM 
Sustainability Appraisal.  Why?  Can all parties be reassured that the AECOM findings are truly 100% impartial?  And, 
in particular, free from any developer influence or bias?
    * Will AVDC reopen the Inspector's Hearing Sessions?  If not, why not?

Local residents, particularly those who in the historic Domesday village of Whaddon must be given the opportunity to 
formally object to the very serious and negative impacts such a large development will have on their village - especially 
on the environment and road safety.  A re-opening of the Inspector's Hearing Sessions (with both AVDC and MKC 
present) is the only acceptable way forward.  This would allow previous objectors and Whaddon residents who have 
been denied the opportunity to speak and object at a hearing to seek satisfactory answers to genuine concerns, 
including crucial transport, landscape and social issues. 

Policy MM076, including all development at Shenley Park (WHA001) must be deleted from the VALP before adoption 
of the VALP occurs.  Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase should be considered sustainable replacements.  Better 
still, alternative, more-sustainable sites should be identified closer to larger towns in Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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that town's sustainability and economy, rather than that of Milton Keynes.

[I am also attaching a pdf copy of my objection to MM076]

Change to Plan Policy MM076, including all development at Shenley Park (WHA001) must be deleted from the VALP before adoption 
of the VALP occurs.  

Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase should be considered sustainable replacements.  Better still, alternative, more-
sustainable sites should be identified closer to larger towns in Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that town's 
sustainability and economy, rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: MM076 is demonstrably unsound and unlawful. It's rushed and poorly prepared with serious unanswered questions 
regarding its last-minute inclusion, poor and overly-complex documentation, negative impact on the environment 
(traffic/road safety) and costs of providing essential public services, especially considering AVDC and MKC's failure to 
cooperate and work jointly. Further problems are the non-adherence to recognised planning processes (NPPF), lack of 
consultation/representation, funding/findings of AECOM's Sustainability Appraisal and the dangerous precedent for 
Buckinghamshire's countryside. Even MKC don't want this AVDC-appendage bolted on to MK. Respect the existing 
City Boundary and allocate housing in a more appropriate and sustainable location.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP (MM076) Objection - Adam Stewart.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I am in favor of the proposed allocation of 1150 new houses .

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: I am in favour of the proposed allocation of 1150 new houses .

Respondent: Mrs Olive Sturridge [32786] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Whilst the addition of a further site within North East Aylesbury Vale, Shenley Park, would provide a further 1,150 
homes to meet the District's housing requirement to 2033, Bovis Homes notes particular concerns regarding the 
allocation of the site through MM075 and MM076. Notably, it is evident that AVDC's suggested phasing and delivery 
trajectory for this allocation is unrealistic and not substantiated by reasonable assumptions. 

In particular, MM076 notes that "the site is expected to be delivered between 2024 and 2033", with the Housing 
Trajectory (as amended by MM023) suggesting that 50 dwellings will be delivered in 2024/25. This would suggest that 
housing delivery would begin within 4 years of the plan's adoption, which is assumed to be mid-2020 (as is reasonable). 
Based upon the Shenley Park FAQs document that supports this consultation, that is, a Supplementary Planning 
Document would be prepared and approved, an application would be submitted, determined, a Section 106 Agreement 
would be agreed, conditions would be discharged, Reserved Matters would be prepared and determined (if an outline 
application route is proposed initially), pre-commencement conditions would be discharged, site remediation and 
preparation would be carried out, supporting infrastructure would be developed, and first dwellings would be delivered 
within a four year timescale.

By contrast, assumptions put forth by the Planning Matters report suggest that the average Total Development site 
(from the submission of the first application to the delivery of the first dwelling on site) for sites of 1,000 to 1,999 
dwellings is around 7 years. Thus, should an application be submitted immediately upon the anticipated adoption of the 
VALP in mid-2020, it would be reasonable to suggest that delivery may start around mid-2027; three years later than 
anticipated by AVDC in MM076. This would result in the reduction of the District's housing supply and, if coupled with 
any delay within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury Garden Town, would result in a significant shortfall 
in housing supply. Furthermore, Planning Matters assumes a build out rate of 100dpa for sites between 1,000 and 
1,999 dwellings. Given that there is no clarity relating to the developers involved with the development, the peak build 
out rate as set out within the housing trajectory should be capped to 100dpa.

Taking into consideration these reasonable alterations, 600 dwellings would be removed from AVDC's purported 
housing supply in the plan period to 2033. Combining the reasonable assumptions for both Salden Chase and Shenley 
Park, 1,505 dwellings would be removed from AVDC's supply of housing to 2033. Therefore, AVDC's supply from 2013 
to 2033 would reduce from 30,233 to 28,728; falling below the 28,600-dwelling housing requirement set out in the VALP.

However, the site's deliverability has been put into question following the highway constraints with relation to the 
capacity of Standing Way / the A421 running along the site's southern boundary. It is anticipated that the development 
would include the provision of access from this road. As discussed above, the refusal of a full planning application 
relating to Highways and Access at Salden Chase suggests that the highway network would be unable to 
accommodate the increased traffic flow, particularly relating to the Bottledump roundabouts of Standing Way / A421. 

Thus, the deliverability of Shenley Park is also put into doubt, given that any application must demonstrate that there 
would not be an unacceptable impact on the highway network. In this light, should the site not come forward, AVDC 
would lose 1,150 dwellings from its purported supply of housing. Should both sites be unable to deliver as a result of 
the evident highways impacts, 3,005 dwellings would be lost, reducing AVDC's housing supply from 30,233 to 27,228 
dwellings. In this event, the VALP would be unable to demonstrably meet its housing requirement of 28,600 dwellings. 

Even if the site is able to deliver in its entirety during the plan period (which is unrealistic), it appears that the addition of 
the site is utilised to justify modification MM008 (as discussed), which states that a new settlement is no longer part of 
the VALP as a result of "a reduction in our housing figures." The reliance on a site of 1,150 dwellings that is extremely 
unlikely to deliver in accordance to the trajectory set out is questionable and unlikely to replace the housing supply that 
would have been delivered from a new settlement (previously indicated capacity of c. 4,000 dwellings). 

For these reasons, and to ensure flexibility in the District's housing supply, further development should be supported on 
medium sites within large and medium villages. Specifically, development could be intensified at those sites that can 
demonstrate an ability to accommodate further residential development, such as Land South of Creslow Way, Stone 
(as discussed in response to MM094) in order to provide flexibility in the light of the uncertainty relating to Shenley Park 
and Salden Chase.

Change to Plan Amend delivery assumptions for D-WHA001 to appropriately reflect delivery risks.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: It is evident that AVDC's suggested phasing and delivery trajectory for this allocation is unrealistic and not 
substantiated by reasonable assumptions, with the Housing Trajectory suggesting that 50 dwellings will be delivered in 
2024/25. This assumes first dwellings would be delivered within a four year timescale. This is unrealistic, given the 
Shenley Park FAQs document requires a Supplementary Planning Document to be be prepared and approved, plus the 
site's deliverability has been put into question following the highway constraints identified in relation to Salden Chase 
(as noted in response to MM074).
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Full Text: Representation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Main Modifications consultation

Shenley Park additional allocation

17th December 2019  
LPA Ref: 
Our Ref: KRG 001 
Impact Planning Services Ltd:
Unit 1, The Court Yard 
Copse farm,
Lancaster Place 
South Marston Park,
Swindon,
Wiltshire,
SN3 4UQ  
Tel: 01793 820158
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1.0 Introduction  

1.1 This representation is submitted by Impact Planning Services Limited (IPS) on behalf of the Kingsmead Residents 
Group (KRG), who comprise a non-elected community group of people who live in the Kingsmead area in the west side 
of Milton Keynes. 
1.2 The structure of this representation is as follows:

1.3 As this representation makes clear there is no justification for the selection of the additional allocation for housing at 
Shenley Park (Main Modifications 070 New Policy 'D2 Delivering site allocations in the rest of the district' and 
accompanying pre amble' and MM071,075 and 076 New Site Policy D-WHA001 Shenley Park' for at least 1,150 
dwellings) and the decision to allocate it is unfounded. It is also contrary to the Aylesbury Vale District Council's own 
evidence base. The site should be removed from the Plan for a second time. Given this substantive change to the Plan 
at a very late stage in the process then at the very least, it is respectfully requested that the Examination hearings are 
re-opened to enable all parties, including KRG, the opportunity to make and augment their case directly to the Inspector.

2.0 Background to the VALP

2.1 Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) has a poor record of plan making. It failed to adopt a Core Strategy in 2010 
when the Secretary of State announced  that Regional Spatial Strategies (the South East Plan for Aylesbury Vale) were 
revoked. In a report dated 8th September 2010 to the Council it was advised that the Core Strategy did not address in 
sufficient detail: sustainable development, employment targets nor energy. In addition, the report suggested that with 
the revocation of housing figures from the South East Plan, the Council could plan for a reduced number of new 
dwellings. On the 5th October 2010, the Secretary of State issued a Direction withdrawing this Plan.
2.2 Following this AVDC embarked on another plan- the Vale of Aylesbury Strategy which was submitted to the 
Secretary of State for examination in August 2013. On 7th January 2014 the Inspector, Kevin Ward wrote to the AVDC 
and in paragraph 27 of that letter he states 'There are particular issues concerning the relationship of Aylesbury Vale to 
Milton Keynes and its future growth. These issues have been left unresolved. The Council has been aware of these 
issues from early in the plan preparation process, if not before'. 
2.3 The Inspector concluded that AVDC had failed to comply with the Duty to Co-operate. This together with other 
failings including the insufficient overall provision for housing and jobs, the fact that the Plan had not been positively 

Respondent: Kingsmead Residents Group [32794] Agent: Mr Robert Wilson [32793]
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prepared, the fact that it was not justified nor effective and it was not consistent with national policy, led the AVDC to 
withdraw this Plan on 5th February 2014. 
2.4 The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is the third attempt by AVDC to prepare a sound plan. Previous Local Plan 
Inspectors have made reference to development in this location and these are highlighted later. The sequence of 
events and timeline associated with this latest Plan is convoluted to say the least. 
2.5 The Scoping for the Plan was carried out in the Spring of 2014 together with a Call for Sites. This was followed by 
the Issues and Options stage in October 2015 (which included 'extension to Milton Keynes/Bletchley' in five of the nine 
options but no plans in chapter 5), with accompanying evidence studies. The Consultation Plan was publicised in the 
Summer of 2016. The July 2016 VALP had the Shenley Park site depicted on a map and was the subject of an 
allocation together with Salden Chase. Subsequently, there was consultation on the Proposed Submission Plan from 
2nd November 2017 to 14th December 2017. The November 2017 Submission VALP omitted the Shenley Park site.
2.6 The rationale for making changes to the Plan has not been always been clear and this matter is explained in more 
detail later in this representation.

3.0 Duty to Co-operate 

3.1 As explained above AVDC has failed to meet this legal duty previously and although the information considered to 
date on the current emerging VALP may satisfy the duty up to that stage, it is clear that there has been no outcome 
from any co-operation between AVDC and Milton Keynes Council (MKC) regarding the edge of Milton Keynes strategic 
locations, other than for Salden Chase. There is no Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the two authorities 
concerning Shenley Park and this was confirmed at an informal meeting with the Development Plans Manager at MKC 
on 21ST November 2019. The only MOU between AVDC and MKC is dated February 2018 (reference CD.DTC. 008) 
and it just addresses the Salden Chase development.
3.2 The Planning Practice Guidance states at paragraph:022 Reference ID: 61-022-20190315: 'Inspectors will expect to 
see that strategic policy making authorities have addressed key strategic matters through effective joint working, and 
not deferred them to subsequent plan updates or are not relying on the inspector to direct them. Where a strategic 
policy-making authority claims it has reasonably done all that it can to deal with matters but has been unable to secure 
the cooperation necessary, for example if another authority will not cooperate, or agreements cannot be reached, this 
should not prevent the authority from submitting a plan for examination. However, the authority will need to submit 
comprehensive and robust evidence of the efforts it has made to cooperate and any outcomes achieved; this will be 
thoroughly tested at the plan examination'.
3.3 At the MKC meeting held on 23rd October 2019  under item 5 b (ii) the Shenley Park Development Proposals were 
discussed. It was resolved by the Council that it:
'(a) expresses concern that Shenley Park, or any of the other possible allocations may have a negative potential impact 
on Milton Keynes;
(b) expresses concern that the allocations have been brought up only towards the end of the plan-making process, 
meaning that community engagement on these sites has been minimal;
(c) expresses concern that ward councillors and parish councils were unaware of these proposals and asks the Cabinet 
to look at their protocol for informing and consulting ward and parish councillors when neighbouring authorities come 
forward with development proposals;
(d) believes that the development could place unacceptable strain on the infrastructure and services in Milton Keynes 
including on highways and transport infrastructure, quality public open space, GP services and school provision;
(e) notes that the development proposals lack any conformity or integration with the surrounding and adjoining 
infrastructure of Milton Keynes; and
(f) notes that as Shenley Park would likely be regarded informally and geographically as part of Milton Keynes, but falls 
outside the administrative boundaries of Milton Keynes Council so any planning decisions and future income would not 
fall to Milton Keynes Council'.
3.4 Further evidence of the co-operation difficulties is provided by the decision of MKC to refuse planning permission 
for the access to Salden Chase on 7th November 2019 (ref:15/00619/FUL) and on 16th December a Delegated 
Decision  by the Cabinet Member for Planning and Transport will be made by MKC to formerly object to the VALP and 
the selection of the Shenley Park Allocation.
3.5 This all clearly demonstrates that AVDC has failed to meet the Duty to Co-operate on this most obvious cross 
authority matter and so the proposal fails on this legal requirement. This can be rectified by full engagement between 
the two authorities with all meetings outcomes recorded in writing and addressing all of the potential cross boundary 
sites and issues, not just Salden Chase.

 
4.0 The Sustainability Appraisal Reports & related evidence
 
Sustainability Appraisal
4.1 Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a local planning authority to carry out a 
sustainability appraisal (SA) of each of the proposals in a plan at each stage during its preparation.
4.2 Furthermore, the SA should provide conclusions  on the reasons the rejected options are not being taken forward 
and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives.
4.3 The non- technical summary on page 3 of the SA Addendum report October 2019 (ED204),states in the 
conclusions to table B: 
...'it does not necessarily follow that this site (Shenley Park*) is the most suitable or sustainable overall, as the various 
objectives are not assigned any weighting. For example, the appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as performing 
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relatively poorly in respect of heritage objectives, and the Council - as decision-makers - might assign particular weight 
to this matter. Equally, Shenley Park is judged to perform less well than Salden Chase Extension in respect of 
'Communities' objectives, due to uncertainties in respect of secondary school delivery, and the Council might assign 
particular weight to this'.                                                                   * Impact Services Ltd addition for clarity
4.4 The SA Addendum October 2019 in Appendix 1 states on biodiversity issues that in conclusion Salden Chase is the 
less preferable site on balance (but it does have a favourable recommendation to grant planning permission). Eaton 
Leys and Shenley Park have pros and cons, however on balance it is considered appropriate to differentiate in 
accordance with the Ecology Headlines Study. As explained below under the sub heading 'Related Evidence', that 
leads to Eaton Leys being more suitable to allocate ahead of Shenley Park, not the other way around so this part of the 
SA 2016 is an error. The conclusion at 9.2.2.is restricted to the proposed allocation at Shenley Park and does not 
provide any comparison with the other two sites.
4.5 Under the community heading this SA recognises that Shenley Park performs less well and although Eaton Leys is 
described as performing poorly it is important to emphasise there is no certainty that Eaton Leys needs to deliver a new 
secondary school on the site. Furthermore, as explained above under the Duty to Co-operate the consequences for 
education provision in Milton Keynes must be taken into account. That information has  seemingly not been sought nor 
analysed and it is clearly lacking within the SA reports.
4.6 In terms of landscape the 2019 SA in the main report at paragraph 9.9.1,states that only 35% of the Shenley Park 
site is likely to be suitable for development. In the Appendix 1 the SA states that Shenley Park has low capacity in the 
north west and that it is considered inappropriate to highlight Shenley Park ahead of Salden Chase. Eaton Leys is 
described as having low capacity but this ignores the clear separation of this site from the open countryside beyond the 
dominant boundary formed by the A5 and the A4146 roads and associated developments. This separation from the 
wider landscape is acknowledged in paragraph 3.1.8 of the Landscape and Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment 
(ED210A).  
4.7 In terms of the economy all three of the sites are described as being along the emerging growth corridor and there 
is no potential to differentiate the alternatives with any confidence.
4.8 Under the heritage topic Shenley Park is 'considered to present more constraints to development than the other two 
sites'. This is confirmed in the document ED222, the Heritage Appraisal at paragraph 5.6 of that document.
4.9 Importantly the October 2019 SA refers to the justification for the Council supporting the preferred option can be 
seen in section 7. It refers to the HELAA as the assessment process which came out in support of Shenley Park as the 
preferred site. This ignores the advice from Government in the NPPG, which as explained above, states that the SA 
should provide conclusions on the reasons for the rejected options not being taken forward and together with the 
reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives. The October 2019 SA does not perform this 
function and is therefore flawed. The HELAA is addressed later.
4.10 Prior to this version of the SA, in July 2016 AVDC published the SA of the Reasonable Alternatives produced by 
Lepus Consulting. In that report Whaddon (WHA001) which is the reference given to Shenley Park, is considered with 
approximately 110 other sites and is one of only 13 sites to have just one minor positive score. All of the other sites 
(some 97 sites) had two or more positive scores.  On page 106 of that document at paragraph 3.42.4 it states that with 
regard to the landscape at Shenley Park: 'This LCA is recorded as being in very good condition, with high sensitivity. 
The HELAA states that a large landscape buffer to Whaddon village will be included within the development of the site. 
Site WHA001 is likely to be visible from all sides except the east, which is lined with trees, limiting visual impact on 
Kingsmead'.
4.11 The following paragraph refers to the predominant agricultural fields with linear patches of woodland lining the site 
to the north and east. It continues: 'These patches of woodland may be high in biodiversity and are likely to serve as a 
habitat corridor for a number of species, including birds and bats. Development could result adverse impacts on 
biodiversity (SA Objective 3)'. In addition to these comments there is a well-established mature belt of deciduous 
woodland running along the southern boundary of the site with the A421 road and the mature tree and hedgerow 
boundary of the North Buckinghamshire P R of Way on the current western edge of Milton Keynes.
4.12 At paragraphs 3.42.6 the 2016 SA states: 'WHA001 is located within Flood Zone 1, which is at low risk of flooding. 
To the south of the site there is an area at high risk of surface water flooding. Development in this part of the site may 
therefore be at high risk of flooding (SA Objective 5)'. 
4.13 This in effect sterilises a significant area in the south of the Shenley Park site. When this is combined with the SA 
comments on the landscape in the north west of the site summarised in paragraph 4.6 above, very little land remains 
which may be suitable for development. The 35% figure of the total site at Shenley Park will be further reduced.
4.14 In the next paragraph of the 2016 SA it states:
'Sustainable transport servicing WHA001 is lacking. There are no train stations within 1km and the bus service that 
runs through the village is infrequent, running on a Wednesday only. As such, accessibility to and from Whaddon by 
public transport is limited and residents are likely to rely on travel by car, thus increasing the carbon footprint of the 
area (SA Objectives 4 and 9).'.  
4.15 This highlights the fact that the site is too far from the East-West rail line and even further from any rail station. As 
the Inspector makes reference to the Oxford to Cambridge Arc in paragraphs 5 to 9 in the document ED166 Interim 
Findings 29 August 2018, it is important to provide an update regarding the current circumstances of this corridor or 
arc. 
4.16 On 18th September 2019 AVDC resolved to object to the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway  and this decision has 
been incorporated into the Main Modification 210 which revises Policy T3 to delete the reference to this proposed road. 
4.17 The proposed Oxford to Cambridge Expressway will be reviewed should the Conservative Party form the next 
Government, following the previous announcement by the Rt Hon Grant Shapps (Secretary of State for Transport) on 
21st November 2019. This means that the rail improvements are considered the more likely at this point in time and the 
findings made in August 2018 may require review dependent upon the outcome of the General Election. Irrespective of 
any decision about major transport improvements the main transport connections for Shenley Park, Salden Chase and 
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Eaton Leys should be with Milton Keynes and as will be explained later  Eaton Leys is clearly the more suitable location 
when this factor is considered.
4.18 All of this must be reviewed by the Inspector because this is a significant change since he wrote his Interim 
Findings. The strategic transport situation is far less clear now than when the Findings were published and given the 
ADVC decision to oppose the Expressway this throws even more uncertainty into the case for proposing Shenley Park 
because of the transport impacts.
 
Related Evidence 
4.19 As the 2016 SA explains there are biodiversity issues with the Shenley Park proposal and the evidence contained 
in the Eco Headlines documents (refs ED205F Shenley Park, ED205D Salden Chase Extension and ED205B Eaton 
Leys) indicates that of the three strategic sites only Shenley Park has a range of Priority Habitats identified: Deciduous 
woodland, lowland meadows, Traditional orchard wood, pasture and parkland BAP. By contrast, Salden Chase under 
this heading lies adjacent to some priority habitats and Eaton Leys has only lowland meadows and Deciduous 
woodland. This indicates that Eaton Leys is the more suitable location for development.
4.20 The whole of the Shenley Park area is contained within the Whaddon Chase Biodiversity Opportunity Area (see 
Plan 1). Whilst this is defined as a regional priority area for the restoration and creation of Biodiversity Action Plan 
(BAP) habitats, it is not an area of constraint. However, it is a significant planning consideration.
4.21 The Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) May 2019 update, which is document ED 
208 in the Examination Library, mentioned at paragraph 4.9 above, the three potential strategic sites adjacent to Milton 
Keynes are referenced. For Eaton Leys (site GRB002) the HELAA claims it is unsuitable because of the 'harmful 
landscape and visual impact' and also the settlement pattern on this side of Bletchley. The HELAA continues to 
mention the fact that planning permission had been granted by MKC and explains this is a change to the original 
HELAA in regard to the built development to the north, but it then concludes for landscape reasons there should be no 
change. 
4.22 This ignores the AVDC document ED 210A, evidence contained in the Landscape and Visual Capacity 
Comparison Assessment by BMD dated 11th June 2019. In paragraph 3.1.8 of that document it states about Eaton 
Leys: 'the existing green edge of Waterhall Park, to the west, and MK housing allocation to the north, result in the site 
being partial contained from the wider landscape'. 
4.23 This point is reinforced in the June 2017 Development Control Committee report by MKC on the planning 
application 15/01533/OUTEIS for Eaton Leys. The report makes clear in 5.57 that 'the LCA that 'the site' forms part of 
does provide a visually important setting'. In paragraph 5.59 of the Committee report further states: 'The Milton Keynes 
Landscape Character Assessment (2015) identified the presence of the A5 within this setting as detracting from the 
area; the application would provide an opportunity to mitigate the impact of the road through the improvements 
scheme. Milton Keynes Council would welcome further involvements in these works to ensure earthworks are designed 
and planted to effectively screen residential properties and the road'.  
4.24 This development to the north is introducing an urban context to the area but the clear defensible boundaries of 
the A5 and the A4146 provide an obvious opportunity to deliver further improvements to mitigate the impact of both 
roads on the wider landscape setting.
4.25 The Eaton Leys site in AVDC is enclosed by these two major roads to the east and south together with the canal 
corridor to the west and the new housing under construction to the north. It can offer significant mitigation on the same 
principle as the planning permission to the north and consequently enhance and protect the wider landscape setting to 
the east and south beyond the A5 and A4146. The land is contained from the wider landscape as confirmed and 
explained in the AVDC'S own evidence in document ED210A.
4.26 Shenley Park has no such defensible boundaries, other than the very clear and well-established existing boundary 
with Milton Keynes which will be destroyed should the proposal be confirmed. Shenley Park and has a landscape 
setting which is as important if not more important than Eaton Leys given the heritage, bio-diversity and ecological 
values mentioned above. The Strategic Landscape and Visual Capacity Study August 2017, ENV04 in Appendix A 
describes Shenley Park LCA condition as 'very good', which in that part of the table equates to Mentmore Ridge. 
Salden Chase is described as 'moderate' and there is no reference to the Eaton Leys site.
4.27 One of the most important factors in the selection of another strategic site recognised by the AVDC evidence is 
the issue of transport.
4.28 MKC responded to the July 2016 VALP and stressed the need to co-ordinate the Plan. It referred to the Bucks and 
River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board's call for coordination. The MKC response also called for AVDC to assess the 
impacts and mitigation for Milton Keynes and raised the traffic impacts as particularly concerning. Highway concerns 
were raised in many responses to the July 2016 consultation. 
4.29 In the SA from July 2016 paragraph 3.15.8 states that the A421 is a key road in the strategic highway network 
defined in the Bucks Local Transport Plan 2011-2016. Later in that SA at paragraph 3.42.7 is clearly states: 
'Sustainable transport serving WHA001 is lacking'. However, in the October 2019 SA Addendum there is a sudden 
change on page 5 of that report. Nevertheless, in Table 7.1 Eaton Leys scores the highest in transport terms ahead of 
Shenley Park and Salden Chase.
4.30 The 2019 SA Addendum continues to highlight transport concerns and greenhouse gas emissions for the Shenley 
Park site at 9.4.1 and at 9.4.4 it refers to emissions from transport as a separate matter. Associated transport 
emissions are mentioned again at 9.11.1 where the report states: 'The allocation of WHA001 at the Milton Keynes edge 
will introduce new road users and associated transport emissions; however, there are no AQMAs in Milton Keynes, nor 
at Buckingham or Winslow. Site specific policy notably requires that: "An air quality and noise assessment shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Council prior to development commencing."
4.31 In the preparation of the Plan MK by MKC transport modelling of the A421 and the whole MK road network was 
undertaken. This work is independent of the Buckinghamshire modelling. The report: Milton Keynes Multi-Modal Model 
Update November 2017 (produced by AECOM), confirms at paragraph 1.6.9 that the A421 junctions are more 
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overloaded at the 2016 reference case. The situation is forecast to become more severe as illustrated in the figure 33 
in that report which shows the growth in delays for the 2031 reference case junction delay (MK wider area).
4.32 In the AVDC document ED 214C page 50-100, Jacobs in section 6.2, table 6.4 identifies Eaton Leys with three 
green ratings which means the transport impacts from this site are slight. Shenley Park however has three amber 
ratings which are described as moderate impacts on transport.
4.33 When the Buckinghamshire modelling is taken into account the Eaton Leys site is most suitable to allocate. If the 
MKC data is added then the case is made significantly stronger for Eaton Leys.
4.34 Whilst there may not be Air Quality Monitoring in MKC, the junctions of the A421 are already experiencing serious 
peak time congestion and the length of delay is increasing meaning more vehicles will be standing with engines running 
and air pollution increasing. This affects a number or routes including the V1, and most of the east- west routes like the 
H6, especially in the morning rush hour.
4.35 One specific junction (of many) on the A421 in Milton Keynes, is with Watling Street. It has serious delays now. It 
is physically constrained by the A5 bridge and then the West Coast Mainline railway bridge, so it has limited scope for 
increased capacity. This suggests that people living close to this junction will see a worsening of their air quality in the 
immediate future. The addition of Salden Chase will make this more severe, but the Shenley Park proposal would add 
even more pressure and pollution onto these roads and junctions.
4.36 It is also important to recognise the significant open green space in the Kingsmead area adjacent to the proposed 
allocation. A new grid road here would introduce noise, disturbance, pollution and destroy this valuable visual and 
social amenity. In addition, wherever the link or links are planned they will 'punch through' the North Bucks Way and the 
bridleway to the south which has well-established belts of mature deciduous woodland. This long-distance path runs 34 
miles from the Ridgeway at Chequers Nature Reserve to the county boundary at Pulpit Hill Nature Reserve. It links to 
the bridleway along the western boundary of Milton Keynes and these rights of way are an important amenity for people 
along the Milton Keynes boundary. It should not be surrounded by new development.
4.37 In the Viability Report (ED 216) the transport costs have been excluded and this is a fundamental omission. It 
means that the selection process of the strategic sites on the edge of Milton Keynes has not been fully addressed.
4.38 A final comment on the transport issues is that Shenley Park is a long way from the centre of Milton Keynes where 
the shopping and cultural facilities tend to congregate. Eaton Leys is closer and has the dual benefit of being much 
closer to Bletchley which requires more footfall to improve its town centre.
4.39 In previous Plans the emphasis has been on strategic extensions to the south east and south west of Milton 
Keynes. This was clear in the now revoked South East Plan and the accompanying Panel Report. The Salden Chase 
development accords with this regional strategy and Eaton Leys lies to the south east of Milton Keynes. Shenley Park 
is west of Milton Keynes and is not in accordance with this strategy although it is acknowledged it has been revoked. 

5.0 Details of the site proposed and constraints
 
5.1 As explained above Shenley Park has a high quality of landscape being within the Whaddon Chase Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area and it has significant heritage and ecological qualities. The eastern boundary is an historic long-
distance route now safeguarded as the North Bucks Way. It consists of hedgerows and trees and it clearly provides a 
defensible boundary in this part of the western edge of Milton Keynes.
5.2 Furthermore, the layout of open space roads and footpaths in Milton Keynes relates well to the open countryside 
beyond and provides valuable open space which has visual as well as physical and social benefits for the people who 
live here.
5.3 Within the site itself there are ancient woodlands, hedgerows and other remnants from the historic parkland. As the 
AVDC evidence shows the area of the site to the north west is highly sensitive because of the topography as well as 
the conservation importance of the nearby Whaddon village. Snelshall Priory earthworks lie just to the north of the site.
5.4 The southern part of the site has surface water flooding and there is a tributary to the Little Ousel which flows 
westwards. A well-established line of mature deciduous woodland runs along the southern boundary of the site with the 
A421.
5.5 There are several historic buildings within the site and Shenley Road runs through the site.
5.6 In addition, there is the Kingsbury to Buncefield Oil Pipeline (see Plan 2), which runs in a general north to south 
alignment on the east part of the Shenley Park site. It runs close to the North Bucks Way in the north east corner of the 
site and then follows the bridleway and right of way to the south before turning south - eastwards. Information provided 
from deeds and conveyance and supplemental deed documents shows parallel pipelines. Entry and use in exercise of 
the easements and rights granted by the Original Deed and the New Deed (can be supplied if required) provide for so 
much of the land as lies within a lateral distance of 3.048 metres (10 feet) from a point vertically above or below a part 
of the parallel pipe-lines or either of them and to obtain access to and egress from shall be agreed.
5.7 This adds a further constraint to the woodland and hedgerow belt which runs along the entire eastern boundary of 
the site,

6.0 Alternative approach and sites to assist the VALP in meeting its additional housing need

6.1 It has been made clear in the preceding paragraphs of this representation that despite AVDC claiming that there is 
little to choose between the three strategic sites on the edge of Milton Keynes which are being considered at this very 
late stage in the Plan preparation process, there is a clear justification for selecting Eaton Leys. This is based on 
transport, landscape, ecology and heritage grounds.
6.2 The fact that Salden Chase has a resolution to grant permission means that this has moved forward as a more 
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realistic option. The fact that the northern part of Eaton Leys has permission and more importantly is under construction 
means that in planning terms this location has moved forward even further than Salden Chase. It is clear that the 
planning evidence points to Eaton Leys ahead of Shenley Park.
6.3 In the Inspector's Interim Findings dated 29th August 2018 he explained that he had sufficient concerns to 
recommend AVDC that the VALP required some further work before it could be found sound. This representation 
establishes that insufficient further work has been undertaken by AVDC.
6.4 Firstly, AVDC has not engaged with MKC and has failed to demonstrate that it has met the legal Duty to Co-operate 
in these Main Modifications.
6.5 Secondly AVDC has 'jumped' to allocate Shenley Park, and then retrospectively commissioned evidence to try and 
justify the decision to allocate it. It produced a set of Frequently Asked Questions in an attempt to assist people 
responding to the consultation. Unfortunately as inadequate as it is, it was unsupported by comprehensive information 
and was therefore somewhat misleading. A copy of this document is attached in Appendix 1 with notes highlighting the 
errors.
6.6 Thirdly, AVDC has published the main modifications without a full explanation about why a larger allocation or 
allocations were not investigated more fully in Buckingham to help deliver the Western By Pass. It has also failed to 
revisit any prospect of some development adjacent to Leighton Buzzard. They have also failed to fully address the 
Inspector's finding that there was a disproportionately small role of villages.
6.7 Notwithstanding the above comments, KRG strongly believe that the major change to the VALP at such a late 
stage in the process warrants a re-opening of the Examination hearings if the AVDC decides to disregard or challenge 
the matters raised in this representation. 
6.8 Should the AVDC agree and delete the Shenley Park allocation and replace it with an allocation at Eaton Leys then 
the KRG would support the Plan. This will require more work but in the interests of fairness the hearings should be 
subject to a re-opened examination hearing in either scenario.

Appendix 1 
Frequently Asked Questions AVDC (Nb. Impact P S Ltd comments in red font)
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan(VALP)  Proposed Allocation of Shenley Park
FAQs September 2019 
 
These questions and answers are intended to clarify technical and procedural matters relating to the new proposed 
allocation at Shenley Park (WHA001), including information about how to make comments during the Main 
Modifications consultation that ends at 5.15pm on Tuesday 17 December 2019.  This document should be read in 
conjunction with the other consultation material. 
Why has this site been allocated at this stage? 
The Inspector's Interim Findings (ED166) which were issued in August 2018 following the examination hearing sessions 
set out that a modification to the Plan was required to redress the balance of housing development across Aylesbury 
Vale by increasing allocations in close proximity to Milton Keynes. The Inspector's instruction in document The 
Inspector also finds the lack of allocation adjacent to Leighton Buzzard 'remarkable'.
 ED181 Inspector's reply to AVDC's response to his Discussion Document D5 (4 March 2019), which we have no option 
to ignore or disagree with, said that the increased growth being met entirely by an allocation in the Milton Keynes area 
"would adequately address the specific recommendation of paragraph 37 of my Interim Findings". The choice of the 
site to be allocated was left to the council's discretion.  
What sites did the council consider? 
The housing requirement was also revised following comments from the Inspector. A significant factor leading the 
Inspector to propose this is the Oxford Cambridge arc with the new rail link and the Expressway. The Expressway 
remains uncertain at the moment and there are more suitable sites which could be much closer to the rail and 
proposed road if it happens. This should be clarified when we then know the precise route, but as AVDC now oppose 
the Expressway and there have been calls for a review the future of this road is significantly less certain. This led to the 
need for a site for over 1100 houses to be found on the edge of Milton Keynes. Three sites were identified and 
examined in more detail:   
* Shenley Park;  
* Extension to the existing Salden Chase Allocation; and  *  Eaton Leys (area within Aylesbury Vale).  
A site analysis was undertaken on the three alternative allocations during spring/summer 2019 and the evidence was 
published as examination documents in June and July 2019 https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/examination-
documents On the basis of the evidence, AVDC concluded despite their own evidence which raised concerns 
(transport, landscape and biodiversity, heritage & the SA) about the site.it was concluded that, on balance, Shenley 
Park was the preferred site. 
Did this site feature in any earlier versions of the Plan? 
Shenley Park has figured in previous versions of the VALP. In October 2015, the VALP Issues and Options 
consultation identified nine alternative development scenarios, of which five related to an extension to Milton 
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Keynes/Bletchley but these did not identify sites. In July 2016 the Draft VALP included potential housing allocations at 
Salden Chase and Shenley Park with a specific consultation event being held in Whaddon. Shenley Park was then 
removed from the Submission Plan.
Following debate of the site at the Examination hearings, the publication of the Interim Findings and initial preparation 
of the Proposed Modifications, the council then held a briefing for parish and town councils in July 2019. 
Outside of the VALP Milton Keynes Council, as part of the preparation of Plan MK, consulted on Strategic Development 
Directions (SDD) in January 2016 which included "Direction of Growth 1 - Development to the west, south west and/or 
south east of the city". That document said: 
"The growth envisaged in this direction takes the form of extensions to the existing urban area. This form of 
development has advantages in that it could be relatively straightforward to strengthen connections to the existing 
transport corridors and services within Milton Keynes whilst still being large enough to provide the additional facilities 
and infrastructure to meet the needs of residents." 
A Plan MK consultation event about the SDDs was held in Whaddon on 23 March 2016 which an AVDC officer 
attended.  
The MK Futures 2050 Commission Report This is not a statutory plan and should not carry weight. states that "we see 
some of the preferred locations for growth as beyond the boundaries of the Milton Keynes Council area in adjacent 
local authorities". 
 
Is there a detailed concept plan for what the development will look like as there are for other sites in the plan? 
No there isn't at this stage. Yes there is. AVDC do not do comprehensive research. There are two schemes prepared 
by Scott Brownrigg for Crest Nicholson in 2014 & 2016. There is no requirement for detailed concept plans of local plan 
allocations as they are strategic in nature. but they do assist in setting out the strategic issues and most importantly the 
ownership and control over the site.
A similar sized allocation at RAF Halton does not have a concept plan. Those sites with concept plans are those where 
planning consent has been granted or detailed plans have been submitted as part of a planning application. This site 
has not yet reached this stage. 
The Shenley Park allocation should it progress requires the preparation of a Supplementary Planning Document which 
will include a concept/masterplan plan. Public consultation will be an integral part of the process of progressing Shenley 
Park, through both the production of the SPD and the planning application process. 
What discussions have you had with Milton Keynes Council about this site? 
We have talked to Milton Keynes Council. Discussions between AVDC and MKC officers took place following the 
publication of the Interim Findings and during the site analysis process. Meetings were held in December 2018, May 
2019 and September 2019 and dialogue continues between officers what was the outcome, why were no councillors 
involved and where are the records of these meetings? 
Milton Keynes Council is being formally consulted about the proposal as part of the Main Modifications consultation 
process.  Milton Keynes Council has been kept informed throughout the preparation of VALP and they made 
representations about the Shenley Park site at the draft plan stage which raised concerns about traffic impacts, the 
need for mitigation of other impacts on MK & raised objection to the wording of the draft policy and disputed the 
Housing Market Areas.
Notably, MKC has consulted Duty to co-operate is not just consultation about the option of housing development within 
AVDC during the preparation of their Plan MK. 
Why do you need so many houses? 
As well as needing to satisfy a higher housing figure for the district that the Inspector has imposed, a major site at 
Buckingham which is shown as a reserve housing site in the 'made' Neighbourhood Plan. has been deleted because it 
is not deliverable and planning applications have been made for other site allocations with lower amounts of housing 
than the plan envisaged. We are also concentrating development on one site, rather than splitting provision over a 
number of sites, to ensure the delivery of infrastructure and community facilities. 
What provision will be made for infrastructure and community facilities? 
The VALP's overall approach to infrastructure is set out in Policy S5 (page 51 of the Proposed Submission VALP as 
proposed to be Modified). The specific policy for Shenley Park includes, amongst other requirements:  
* the need to provide primary school education; a new local centre; contribution to health facilities; 
* a new link road from the A421 through the site to connect into the existing MK grid road network; 
* high quality walking and pedestrian links throughout the site also linking up to the existing networks and;  
* contributions to the public transport network. 
What control does AVDC have on the countryside/green buffer to Whaddon, how big that will be and what form it will 
take? 
The policy for Shenley Park incudes criteria to conserve the setting of  Whaddon village and Conservation Area by 
establishing a substantial and well designed countryside buffer. The buffer is within the site boundary shown on the 
policies map but more detail and the exact amount of land for the buffer will be determined in considering the 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) or in any future planning application. 
Will this be part of Milton Keynes? 
No, there are no plans to change the district boundary Not as simple.... should this go ahead it will need to be designed 
to the MK standards and integrate with the grid road system. This is one of the issues which is not straightforward and 
involves agreement between AVDC and MKC. This needs to be addressed and so far it has not been done.
Why can't you just put this housing somewhere else in the district? 
The Inspector has been very clear that a new site must be identified in close proximity to Milton Keynes. 
How can you go ahead with this consultation when there is a general election? 
The decision to proceed with the consultation was taken before the election was announced so there is no legal 
justification to delay the consultation and the council is aiming to have an up to date, adopted local plan in place as 
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soon as possible. 
How can I see the documents if I have no access to the internet? 
There are deposit locations at Westcroft Library, Wimborne Crescent, Westcroft; Bletchley Library, Westfield Road, 
Bletchley and 11 other deposit locations throughout Aylesbury Vale where paper copies of the main consultation 
material can be viewed. Whaddon Parish Council has been supplied with a printed copy of the Main Modifications and 
submission VALP as proposed to be modified which will be made available for inspection.  
Where are the documents on the internet? 
The Statement of Availability sets out the relevant consultation documents and where they can be accessed online (as 
well as providing details of the deposit point locations where all the documents can be seen). A USB stick containing 
the documentation is available if required.  
There is so much information, how do I know what to look at? 
In the Proposed Main Modifications document, Also highlight the SA of the Modifications. Most will not want to wade 
through this but it shows the other sites are as good and, in some cases, better than Shenley Park. the proposed 
allocation at Shenley Park can be found on pages 44 - 46. The policy title is D-WHA001 Shenley Park and the 
modification reference is MM076. A location plan is also included in the Policies Maps at the back of the document 
(reference MM289) under the heading Northeast Aylesbury Vale. 
In the Proposed Submission Plan as proposed to be modified, the Shenley Park allocation can be found on pages 133 - 
135. 
How can I comment if I can't access the internet? Can I just write in? 
Yes, you can write in to Planning Policy, AVDC, The Gateway, Gatehouse Road, Aylesbury, HP19 8FF. You do not 
need to use the representation form, a letter will do. However you must give us your name, address and email (if you 
have one) so we can contact you if necessary. Without these details, we can't accept a representation. Where possible 
your representation should state whether you support or object to the modifications and if and  how the plan should be 
changed. 
Can you accept my comments if I just add my name to a list or petition? 
We cannot accept a representation with just a name. As above, you must give us your name, address and email if you 
have one so we can contact you if necessary. Without these details we cannot accept a representation. 
Can I just write in to say that I support the Parish Council's response 
We need more information than this.  If you wish to support the Parish Council's response, you would need to 
reproduce this in your comments so that we can be sure what your comment is.  You can make additional comments if 
you wish.   
Can residents in the Milton Keynes Council area make representations? 
Yes - representations are not limited to residents of Aylesbury Vale. 

Plan 1 
Whaddon Chase Biodiversity Opportunity Area  

Plan 2 
Kingsbury to Buncefield Oil Pipeline

Change to Plan Delete Shenley Park and replace with Eaton Leys

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Object to Shenley Park Allocation in Main Modification MM076

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

KRG rep final.pdf

Covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Residents List for Rep_Redacted.pdf

Shenley Park residents 2_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: I have lived in Whaddon Village for 40 years, was born locally, and have worked and lived in and around Milton Keynes 
for my entire life. I consider that I know the area particularly well.  I have read the full submission by Whaddon Parish 
Council and fully agree with all the points raised within it. I do not intend to repeat those arguments here, apart from 
one very important issue which appertains to the re-opening of the hearing sessions.  It is essential for 'fairness' 
reasons that residents of Whaddon have the opportunity to express their concerns about the Shenley Park (WHA001) 
site and the Main Modification MM076, because it is clear to me and many others that the proper process has not been 
followed by our Local Authority - AVDC, and there are huge 'question marks' over the validity and accuracy of the 
AECOM Sustainability Appraisal, which although coming out 'just' in favour of Shenley Park fails to make a proper case 
of testing the three appraised sites against one another, and has a definite bias when it comes to favouring the 
Whaddon site. I hope the Inspector uses his discretion and reopens the Inquiry Hearing, and gives all parties plenty of 
notice so that they may prepare accordingly.  This timetable should not be influenced by the imminent demise of 
AVDC, because the new single Unitary Authority for Bucks should be able to seamlessly continue the VALP progress.

This is a new point that I do not believe was adequately covered in the Whaddon Parish response, so I ask the 
Inspector to consider it :-

"Policy D2 Delivery site allocations in the rest of the district  - should be amended to exclude the proposed allocation at 
Shenley Park (WHA001) and instead include land at Eaton Leys, if it is decided only one strategic site should replace 
Shenley Park.  However, I believe that given the delays and uncertainty associated with the delivery of the Salden 
Chase allocation, and the possible slippage of the RAF Halton Camp site in delivery timescales, consideration should 
be given to the allocation of a combination of sites to deliver the c.1150 plus additional dwellings. For example this 
could include that part of Eaton Leys within the AVDC district and also land around Newton Leys (as opposed to Salden 
Chase), which I understand is available and has been promoted to AVDC during the VALP process. This would 
represent a simple and easy to achieve extension to a new and thriving Milton Keynes community that has brand new 
facilities such as a new primary school, bus services and community facilities. This site is also conveniently located at 
the head of the A4146 and Stoke Hammond bypass, meaning that the additional traffic generated by these new homes 
would not impact on the A421 which is the subject of so many well founded and accurate capacity and safety concerns. 
Such an approach reduces the risk of the strategic site not coming forward as soon as anticipated, spreads the risk and 
supports housing delivery. As mentioned earlier, I believe that the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum is already 
seriously flawed, but another failing is that it did not consider the reasonable alternative of meeting the housing 
numbers adjacent to Milton Keynes through a combination of sites rather than just relying on one strategic site." 
 
This is the second point that I believe was not adequately covered in the Whaddon Parish response, and it relates, in 
my opinion, to the important point of 'consistency' within the planning process, which surely should not be overlooked or 
ignored, when considering previous studies by eminent companies, and those comments made by previous Inspectors, 
in relation to the landscape to the west of Milton keynes beyond the Shenley Ridge and the continuation thereof being 
the long distance bridleway (North Bucks Way or Milton Keynes Boundary Walk). In essence, this established edge to 
Milton Keynes has been recognised over many, many years as being worth protecting, and until such time as this well-
founded principle has to be broken (and that time has not yet come), it is much more sensible, and good planning logic 
to identify less sensitive sites that will not have such a damaging impact on the landscape, biodiversity opportunities 
and those communities living in the areas to the west of Milton Keynes. 

I do not believe that this Public Consultation period is the appropriate time or place to spread 50 years of planning and 
landscape decisions and opinions before you, as you have much else to consider.  However,  if you would be prepared 
to, at least inspect and take account of these 'previous opinions' at a further hearing - in order that you may better 
understand the original 'setting up' and 'growth pattern' of Milton Keynes, and thereafter consider the shared views of 
your predecessors (when they have had to reach similar difficult expansion decisions), then these can be prepared and 
submitted at that time. Such background documents were submitted during the September 2003 'A Ridge too Far' 
campaign during an earlier Milton Keynes Local Plan Inquiry, where a large strategic site within Milton Keynes, on the 
opposite side of Whaddon Village was contested on similar grounds. On that occasion the landscape and traffic 
arguments submitted by the village were upheld and the village preserved that part of the historic Whaddon Chase.  
The documents, if allowed, would include  pertinent extracts and comments from, amongst others :-

1966 - In the 'report of the Inquiry' into 'The Draft of the North Buckinghamshire New Town', recommendations of 
Inspector Mr. G C Godber CBE.

1967 - Ministry of Housing and Local Government, Mr. J. Palmer (Assistant Secretary), when confirming the New Town 
Designation Order.

1992 - M.K. Expansion Study.  The Llewelyn-Davies report, commissioned by MKC.

1994 - PPG - Planning and the Historical Environment (addendum 8)

1998 - The later Update of the 1992 M.K. Expansion Study .... Which follows the general theme throughout and 
excluded the further expansion west beyond the North Bucks Way, as this would encroach into the very high quality 
landscape containing extensive and attractive views and destroy the historic nature of the area.

Respondent: Mr Graham Stewart [31849] Agent: N/A
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2002 - Public Inquiry into Objections to the Deposit Draft of the Aylesbury Vale District Plan : Inspectors report Part 2.  
By, Peter Beasley Dip TP. Dip ld. MRTPI, Inspector.

2004 - Milton Keynes Local Plan Inquiry, Interim (Part 1) Report by, Keith Holland, Inspector

Thank you for considering these points.

Change to Plan Shenley Park (WHA001) should be deleted from the VALP, and should be replaced with Eaton Leys, or a combination 
of Eaton Leys and other appropriate sites, such as an extension to Newton Leys.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park is an inappropriate site for inclusion within VALP, because the Sustainability Appraisal is unsound, and 
more thought needs to be given to both deliverability issues and the historical context of providing a permanent and 
defensible western edge/boundary to Milton Keynes, which would protect the historically important countryside,  
biodiversity and highway/traffic concerns

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: I believe the local plan, particularly in respect of the proposed Shenley Park development, is not legally
compliant for a number of reasons.
1) The proposed Shenley Park development was not included in the November 2017 Proposed
Submission version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, so local and impacted councils and
residents such as Whaddon Parish Council and Nash Parish Council have not been given an
opportunity to properly take part in appropriate discussions around AVDC's decision to choose
Shenley Park over the two alternative sites of Eaton Leys and Salden Chase, nor has there been
the opportunity to question AVDC on this decision. This breaches NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182
and especially 155.
As the Shenley Park proposal was introduced so late, it is completely unfair and unjust not to
allow detailed and proper comparison testing between the proposed Shenley Park, Eaton Leys
and Salden Chase sites. It is important to reopen a further hearing session at the end of this
consultation period so that this can be rectified. The final plan would be unsound and possibly
unlawful if there is no opportunity afforded for proper scrutiny and justification of AVDC's
preferred choice of Shenley Park.
It is crucial that local residents such as those in Whaddon and Nash be given the opportunity to
voice their views of the impact this extremely large development will have on their lives e.g. the
impact on road safety, environment, and general well-being. The current consultation is not
sufficient and comes too late in the process to be acceptable.
2) It is a government requirement that Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' when considering
significant, strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. This duty cannot be corrected and fulfilled
during a public consultation period, so failure to do so at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector
to recommend a non-adoption report. This is contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version).
AVDC have failed to fulfil this duty as they have notified Milton Keynes Council of their plans, but
there has not been adequate discussion and co-operation. This is partly evidenced by Milton Keynes
Council's discussion of this issue at Full Council on 23 October, where members across all parties
agreed that a failure of co-operation had occurred and community engagement had been minimal.
Non-compliance on this important issue is extremely concerning, particularly as Milton Keynes
Council have developed and adopted a Local Plan with meaningful policies. Milton Keynes Council
should have contributed to the process of deciding the most appropriate and sustainable site. The
lack of co-operation and engagement between the councils therefore renders the Shenley Park
proposal part of the plan unsound. It is therefore necessary to re-open the hearing sessions to
ascertain why ADVC chose not to co-operate and engage adequately with Milton Keynes Council
and other impacted parties, such as Whaddon Parish Council, and residents.
Significant Concerns
In addition to the above comments with respect to the legality of the local plan, I have significant
concerns as to the impact and viability of the Shenley Park proposal.
- I believe there has not been sufficient consideration given to the impact on the local transport
infrastructure. There have been no answers given by AVDC in respect of how the local transport
infrastructure and particularly the roads will cope with the increase in vehicles as a result of the
development. AVDC say there is potential for a new grid road but no details or plans have been
provided as to what this would entail. Whaddon in particular has already experienced a significant
increase in traffic numbers each year and a development on the scale of the Shenley Park
development would increase this further drastically, having an extremely detrimental impact on
the road safety, noise and the immediate environment of the area. A particular concern would be
that one of the main impacted roads has a school and playgroup on it. The A421 is already
extremely busy and it is very likely that Whaddon and the surrounding areas would become a
much more used rat-run by drivers seeking to avoid the congestion on the A421. Also, there is no
evidence that any new access to the A421 would be created, particularly given Milton Keynes
Council have recently refused planning consent for access from other proposed developments to
the A421 on the grounds that there was 'insufficient evidence to mitigate traffic'. There are
extremely important questions that need to be answered by AVDC and Milton Keynes Council in
respect of traffic, particularly given the impact on local residents, and these need to have been
addressed much earlier, making the plan very unsound.
- No 'Concept Plan' or 'Illustrative Layout' as been provided. Given the scale of the development
this is an extremely important and necessary piece of documentation that should have been
prepared. If no detailed plans are drawn up until the later Detailed and Supplemental Planning
stages when there would be further consultation, this would be too late to allow proper informed
analysis and debate by affected parties given the site would already have been confirmed in the
Local Plan.
- The change in wording regarding housing numbers from the originally drafted AVDC Main
Modifications wording of 'up to 1,150 new houses' to the wording in the revised wording of 'at
least 1,150 new homes' has a huge effect on the impact on local residents of the proposed new
development given there would be space to potentially provide up to 2,000 new houses. Thus it is
even more important that adequate opportunity to discuss and debate the proposal is given.
- The proposed development would have a severely detrimental impact on the local environment
and landscape. The AECOM Sustainability Appraisal mentions several times within it that "...a

Respondent: Mrs Naomi Artus [32802] Agent: N/A
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new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to certain tensions in respect of the landscape
objectives....these matters will be addressed at the detailed planning stage". However, at such
point that these tensions are addressed it will be after the site is allocated in the Plan and may
well be too late to remedy. A key point is also that the Sustainability Appraisal also says 'Perhaps
more likely is that significant development would be contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area
and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan objectives'. Also, a new road access into Shenley Park
would have to cut across the important North Bucks Way. The North Bucks Way is a clear
western boundary to the existing suburban area of Milton Keynes. It is an old established
landscaped barrier and an existing habitat and wildlife corridor. A road access across this would
unnecessarily harm attractive and unspoilt countryside, and notably virgin land. The current clear
defensible land boundary provided by the North Bucks Way would be broken down, with no
further clear boundary in place to the west of this, thus providing significant opportunities for
developers to cause further damage to the existing landscape, environment and wildlife.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs. Alternative
sites such as Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a
sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified
closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that town's sustainability and
economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object on the basis the plan is:
- Not legally compliant
- Not sound
- Not positively prepared, consistent, justified or consistent with National Policy.
- Insufficient opportunities have been given for debate on the impact given the timing of these
modifications.
- There has been insufficient discussion with Milton Keynes Council and so AVDC has failed to
fulfil its 'Duty to Co-operate'.
- The proposed development would have significantly detrimental impacts on traffic, local
infrastructure, boundaries and the environment.
- Inadequate support and plans have been provided e.g. no Concept Plan or Illustrative Layout
has been provided.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3118 - 29121 - MM076 - iii

3118 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Given the existing pressure on local transport and social infrastructure I am concerned that Shenley Park would put 
extra load on nearby public services.  Already stretched capacity at local GP and hospital health care services are 
significant concerns.
However transport is another concern.  It is especially irrational to fail to replace policy RA.35 of the District Local Plan 
in the VALP and then put extra pressure on the rural roads that are the rat run between the A421 at Bottledump 
Roundabout and the A4146 at Newton Leys.  A suitable replacement policy for RA.35 is essential particularly if Shenley 
Park proceeds.

Change to Plan Greater commitment to strengthening existing infrastucture before laying more pressure on top is needed.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: Given the existing pressure on local transport and social infrastructure I am concerned that Shenley Park would put 
extra load on nearby public services.  Already stretched capacity at local GP and hospital health care services are 
significant concerns.
However transport is another concern.  It is especially irrational to fail to replace policy RA.35 of the District Local Plan 
in the VALP and then put extra pressure on the rural roads that are the rat run between the A421 at Bottledump 
Roundabout and the A4146 at Newton Leys.  A suitable replacement policy for RA.35 is essential particularly if Shenley 
Park proceeds.

Respondent: Mr Tim Welch [29121] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3121 - 32811 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3121 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Shenley Park Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) and as such this has denied us the opportunity to properly debate and
cross examine the decision of AVDC's to choose SP over the other two competing sites of Eaton
Leys (EL) and Salden Chase (SC). This is in breach of NPPF paras 158, 182 and 155.
The SP is a late introduction to the AVLP and as such I strongly encourage that you reopen a further
hearing session at the end of the consultation period so that this crucial omission can be rectified.
This is not only unfair but unjust that we have not been allowed to have a proper comparison testing
between the three sites.
To accept AVDC's preferred choice of Shenley Park without proper justification would render the final
plan unsound and possibly unlawful.
As a resident of Whaddon I should have the opportunity to inform the inspector as to the impact of
such a large development would have on our environment, lives and health, road safety and
wellbeing. This site was in the original plan but was the removed and this consultation is too little, too
late.
* Before such development can occur, the Government requires that the adjoining authorities have a
"Duty of Co-Operation" when considering significant cross boundary housing allocations. At a Milton
Keynes full council meeting on the 23 October members across all parties agreed that a failure of cooperation
has occurred, and that community engagement had been minimal. Non-compliance with
such an important issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan with meaningful policies,
is very concerning. This lack of engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' hence further
reason to re-open the hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and
engage more fully with MKC - and indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and residents.
* If houses were built an SP has there been sufficient consideration to how the extra traffic would affect
the surrounding area and how road safety would be affected. As I understand it the Bedfordshire
county council (BCC) and MKC traffic modelling methods only apply to main roads, and they have not tested
the impact of the traffic from such a large number of new houses on the rural road network such as the
traffic through Whaddon. The A421 into Milton Keynes is already over loaded at peak times and
making this road a dual carriage way would only move the bottle necks to the next roundabout so not
improving the traffic flow.
* What consideration have been made for education and doctor's surgery. This development may be
able to support a primary school as shown on initial plans by Crest but where do all the upper school
student go to. There are no provisions made for a doctor's surgery.
* In summary it is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the Milton Keynes City boundary into
Shenley Park at the current time. Why cross a strong defensible bridleway boundary such as the
heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way into beautiful and much valued open unspoilt countryside -
when there are two more appropriate, and easier to develop alternative sites available at Salden
Chase and particularly Eaton Leys. The Eaton Leys has planning history and is almost ready to go
giving delivery certainly within this local plan period.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 version of the VALP. SP
has been put into the plan late without proper consultation which is unfair and unjust which
could result in an unsound plan and possibly unlawful.
* There has been no Duty of Co-Operation with the adjoining authority.
* Inadequate thought has been giver to traffic congestion within the local area.
* Little prevision for education of upper school student or doctor's surgery.
* Why build on Shenley park when Eaton Leys is ready to go

Respondent: Mr Andrew Bennett [32811] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3123 - 32814 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3123 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Shenley Park Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) and as such this has denied us the opportunity to properly debate and
cross examine the decision of AVDC's to choose SP over the other two competing sites of Eaton
Leys (EL) and Salden Chase (SC). This is in breach of NPPF paras 158, 182 and 155.
The SP is a late introduction to the AVLP and as such I strongly encourage that you reopen a further
hearing session at the end of the consultation period so that this crucial omission can be rectified.
This is not only unfair but unjust that we have not been allowed to have a proper comparison testing
between the three sites.
To accept AVDC's preferred choice of Shenley Park without proper justification would render the final
plan unsound and possibly unlawful.
As a resident of Whaddon I should have the opportunity to inform the inspector as to the impact of
such a large development would have on our environment, lives and health, road safety and
wellbeing. This site was in the original plan but was the removed and this consultation is too little, too
late.
* Before such development can occur, the Government requires that the adjoining authorities have a
"Duty of Co-Operation" when considering significant cross boundary housing allocations. At a Milton
Keynes full council meeting on the 23 October members across all parties agreed that a failure of cooperation
has occurred, and that community engagement had been minimal. Non-compliance with
such an important issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan with meaningful policies,
is very concerning. This lack of engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' hence further
reason to re-open the hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and
engage more fully with MKC - and indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and residents.
* If houses were built an SP has there been sufficient consideration to how the extra traffic would affect
the surrounding area and how road safety would be affected. As I understand it the Bedfordshire
county council (BCC) and MKC traffic modelling methods only apply to main roads, and they have not tested
the impact of the traffic from such a large number of new houses on the rural road network such as the
traffic through Whaddon. The A421 into Milton Keynes is already over loaded at peak times and
making this road a dual carriage way would only move the bottle necks to the next roundabout so not
improving the traffic flow.
* What consideration have been made for education and doctor's surgery. This development may be
able to support a primary school as shown on initial plans by Crest but where do all the upper school
student go to. There are no provisions made for a doctor's surgery.
* In summary it is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the Milton Keynes City boundary into
Shenley Park at the current time. Why cross a strong defensible bridleway boundary such as the
heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way into beautiful and much valued open unspoilt countryside -
when there are two more appropriate, and easier to develop alternative sites available at Salden
Chase and particularly Eaton Leys. The Eaton Leys has planning history and is almost ready to go
giving delivery certainly within this local plan period.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 version of the VALP. SP
has been put into the plan late without proper consultation which is unfair and unjust which
could result in an unsound plan and possibly unlawful.
* There has been no Duty of Co-Operation with the adjoining authority.
* Inadequate thought has been giver to traffic congestion within the local area.
* Little prevision for education of upper school student or doctor's surgery.
* Why build on Shenley park when Eaton Leys is ready to go.

Respondent: Mrs Ann Bennett [32814] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3143 - 32825 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3143 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Shenley Park was not included in the Nov17 Proposed Submission  and we have been denied the opportunity to debate 
and cross examine AVDC decision. The road structure in and around Whaddon are becoming dangerous and it's only a 
matter of time before a serious accident happens. The new housing development will multiply the risk of this happening 
ten fold.
Surely developing Eaton Leys would be a far better site as it would support Bletchley and Fenny Stratford which is 
badly needed.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Denied opportunity to debate allocation at Shenley park; significant increase in traffic and accident danger; develop 
Eaton Leys

Respondent: Mr Robert Barnes [32825] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3145 - 32740 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3145 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP,so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the  opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the other two competing sites during the public learning sessions held by the inspector on July 2018. 
Because of the very late introduction of SP the inspectors must be strongly encouraged to open a further hearing 
session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this critical omission can be rectified. It is completely unfair 
and unjust not to allow detailed and proper comparison testing between the three competing sites. 
 Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the inspectors of the impact such a large development will 
have on their environment, lives and health, road safety and general well-being of particular concern is the expected 
substantial increase in traffic bringing with it additional pollution and noise, within the village of Whaddon and 
surrounding country roads. The A421 is already a bottleneck and the delays and pollution will be made much worse by 
adding this many vehicles to it. Very surprisingly, the SA does not mention the SA does not mention the important 
North Bucks Way at all, but a new road access into SP must out across this natural boundary that currently forms a 
strong definable western edge to the existing built-up area of MK. Its importance as an old established landscaped 
barrier and existing habitat and wildlife  corridor is overlooked Cutting through this ancient corridor by one if not two, 
grid road extensions will unnecessarily harm attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside. "Virgin" land which does not 
enjoy any further outer boundary that could be described as a similar long-term and defensible boundary. en the three 
competing sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a "duty to co -operate when considering significant strategic cross-
boundary housing allocations. Such a duty cannot be rectified during a public consultation period. AVDC have paid lip-
service to this, but they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation through effective discussion or proper 
joint working, representing a significant failure of "duty tot co -operate" at an early stage. Shenley Park (SP) was not 
included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC residents have been completely denied 
the opportunity to properly debate and cross-examine AVDC'S decision to choose SP over the two competing sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operate when considering significant cross-boundary 
housing allocations. AVDC have paid Lip Service, but have not addressed this through effective discussion or joint 
working. It is illegal and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city boundary into Shenley Park. Why cross a 
strong defensible bridleway boundary  and much valued open unspoilt countryside, when there are two more 
appropriate, and easier to develop, alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan It is illegal and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city boundary into Shenley Park. Why cross a strong 
defensible bridleway boundary  and much valued open unspoilt countryside, when there are two more appropriate, and 
easier to develop, alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP,so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the  opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the other two competing sites.  It is completely unfair and unjust not to allow detailed and proper 
comparison testing between the three competing sites. Government requires that adjoining authorities have a "duty to 
co -operate when considering significant strategic cross-boundary housing allocations.  AVDC have paid lip-service to 
this, but  have not addressed this  through effective discussion or proper joint working,

Respondent: Mr David Froggatt [32740] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3146 - 32742 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3146 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Shenley Park (sp) was not included in the 2017 pro proposal and submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the two competing sites. It's unfair and unjust not to allow detailed comparison testing between the 
three competing sites. Government requires that adjoining authorities have audit to co-operate when considering 
sufficient strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid lip-services to this, but have not addressed 
this through effective decisions or joint working. It is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city 
boundaries into Shenley Park. Why cross a strong definable bridleway boundary and much valued heavily 
wooded/hedged north Bucks way into beautiful and much valued open unspoilt countryside, when there are two more 
appropriate, and easier to develop alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park (sp) was not included in the 2017 pro proposal and submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the two competing sites. Government requires that adjoining authorities have audit to co-operate when 
considering sufficient strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid lip-services to this,  It is illogical 
and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city boundaries into Shenley Park.  There are two more appropriate, 
and easier to develop alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Respondent: Mrs  Dorothy Froggatt [32742] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3163 - 32674 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3163 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Lack of opportunity to debate AVDC's decision set alongside the other 2 sites i.e. Eaton Leys  and Salden Chase
Basis for request that the Inspector re-open a further hearing session
Duty to co-operate
Landscape and biodiversity, including ref to the North Bucks Way
Housing numbers and change of wording
concept plan
transport and highways with specific ref to Codimoor Lane, Shenley Road & the A421
Education a major concern especially Upper School provision
Employment
Funding/Monies
Not included in Nov. 2017 "Proposed Submission"-VALP
* We were denied the opportunity to debate & cross examine AVDC's decision to choose
Shenley Park over the other 2 sites (Eaton Leys and Salden Chase) This is in breach of NPPF
paragraphs 158 & 182 and especially 155
* The Inspector should reopen a further Hearing Session, it is Unfair if not and Unjust not to
allow comparison testing on all 3 sites.
* It is Unsound and possibly Unlawful to accept AVDC's preferred choice without proper
scrutiny & justification
* Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the impact of
such a large development on their lives, environment, education, health, road safety and
general well-being, etc.
* "Duty to co-operate" -see PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version)
* AVDC appears to be paying lip service to this advice and failed to comply
* MKC - 23rd October - members agreed that a failure of co-operation has occurred
* MKC- lack of engagement renders this part of the plan "Unsound" and this should lead
to the reopening of the Hearing session.
Landscape & Biodiversity
* North Bucks Way not mentioned and its protection
* Due consideration should be made to Public Open Space, Countryside and Natural
habitats
Housing Numbers
* A major change was introduced in the wording- in July "up to 1150"
* Revised version - now "at least 1150"
Transport, Traffic and Highways
* No answers to explain Bucks CC statement regarding addressing "rat-running'' through
Whaddon
* Devastating consequences for Whaddon Village- route past school and playgroup sites
* More HGVs - this issue has worsened year on year- to consider the impact on the village
as a result of the high number of proposed houses and facilities
* MKC - th November refused planning consent for the access into Salden Chase despite
knowledge of AVDC planning for 1855 houses to mitigate traffic- where is the cross
boundary discussion and cooperation?
Shenley Road uncertain-additional problems for traffic and access to Westcroft
and MK
* Coddimoor Lane - major issues with many accidents over the past few years and huge
impact on A421 roundabout already. Increased traffic will exacerbate these problems
and has treat implications that will impact on the School and Playgroup.
* A421 is already over capacity and causes concern
* Shenley Park provides no direct/ easy access to rail and major road links
All these points make the choice of Shenley Park "Unsound"
Education
* Shenley Park numbers would not enable provision for ALL age pupils i.e. Upper School,
although a 2 form entry primary school is on the plans. This is unacceptable, especially
when the alternative sites (Eaton Leys and Salden Chase) would be able to.
* These other two sites would not require pupils/ parents crossing a main road (A421) in
order to access the school, but movement/ walking within one site would be possible.
This surely is the approach to be strongly supported, especially with today's awareness
of the environmental problems and concerns.
* Numbers to justify a new Upper School would require building alongside the A421.
Would this mean an underpass, level crossing, over bridge? Has this situation even been
considered?
* Pollution and its effects is something to bear in mind when evidence shows the damage
this can do to people and the environment. There seems to be a lack of information/
planning to address this situation and the negative and damaging implications for the
Health and Safety of pupils and residents
* Local schools, including the selective Grammar School -Royal Latin School-Upper Schools
Employment

Respondent: Mr Baird McClellann [32674] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3163 - 32674 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3163 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

* Access to MK though Whaddon is of great concern. This cut- through will, as now,
become a favoured route plus the increase in traffic.
Funding / Monies
This appears to be under dispute between AVDC and MK for several aspects

Change to Plan Based on the points raised and elements referred to in my case I would suggest that Eaton Leys be moved to 
preference 1 and Salden Chase be considered as 2nd choice, or reserve.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The Shenley Park, Whaddon Site cannot and does not offer the opportunities available at the two alternative sites. The 
inherent constraints not least the known and unknown traffic implications and education issues, plus the inexplicable 
landscape and biodiversity concerns suggests that it is the least favourable of the sites when closely examined

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3168 - 32842 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3168 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The sudden, recent inclusion of Shenley Park in VALP is inexplicable, bearing in mind the obvious associated 
problems, particularly in regard to traffic. I was born and brought up in Whaddon, am a frequent visitor and still live in 
Aylesbury Vale so Iam constantly aware of the congestion problems both on the A421 and through the village 
(particularly at rush hours and school arrival/departure times, when there can be gridlock). Whaddon, is a historic 
village within conservation area and I am staggered at the environmental and hazardous impact this wiwilly-nilly, ill-
considered plan proposes. Surely infrastructure issues should be clear be clear before lines are drawn on maps.

Change to Plan Shenley Park should be removed and consideration given to other more suitable sites, possibly close to larger towns in 
AV with better infrastructure and positive economic advantage.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The impact on Whaddon village has not been properly assessed, particularly in respect of traffic on the A421 and 
through the village. Infrastructure, Environmental and Landscape issues make the proposal unrealistic.

Respondent: Mrs  Zoe Ryder [32842] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3169 - 32843 - MM076 - ii, iii

3169 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Shenley Park was not included in the 2017 Submission. I therefore assumed it had been dropped as a possibility it is 
sudden the favourite. Please see notes 1-6 on typed sheet attached for more detail.
1. Shenley park was included in the submission in 2015. nothing more until this draft VALP in Dec.2019. There is 
insufficient detail to determine quite what may happen and therefore difficult to evaluate the effects e.g. the green 
buffer to Whaddon looks to be about the same space as three houses. As a resident greatly affected by this 
development should we not be consulted.
2. Whadden currently suffers with cars and lorries taking a short cut down the High Street into Milton Keynes Central 
and A5D. Householders are not able to park other than on the road, namely Stock Lane and the High St.so there is 
much weaving in and out to traverse these streets, cars often go narrow pavement to avoid collusion, endangering 
pedestrians. By adding nearly 100 times the potential users to this rat run will be disaster. 
3. The road into Claverton, is already in poor repair, is a country road with twists and turns, adverse cambers, pot holes 
and collapsing edges. There is one bend in particular that regularly sees accidents, some fatal. Would you like to see 
more with the increase in traffic.
On the other side of the village ,the A421 already carries too much traffic which is often at a standstill until you reach 
the H8 dual carriageway. It again is badly maintained, however it is the only main road that these 3000+ new people 
can use. It is very noticeable that the road (Coddimoor Lane) to the 421 is the best in the area and very recently 
resurfaced. One wonders why.
5. Whaddon has an ancient history and has a chase and hunting grounds (since Georgian times) with woodlands. Many 
stands of these trees still remain and are connected in many cases and are mixed and native trees. I have Roe and 
Muntjac deer, badgers and foxes in my garden. There are bats who have nested in Bottlehouse Farm for generations. 
There are also Jays (who nest along the Shenley Road), long tailed tits, green woodpeckers, red tailed kites (I have 
seen as many as 6 all together in the sky above my garden) as well as many other more currently common birds who 
regularly visit. Some of these are protected species and
they need space, cover and biodiversity to continue to thrive. AVDC seeks to take this away with this plan to build 
nearly 2000 homes adjacent to a population of approx 200. People seem to think they have a right to roam and walk 
their dogs on private land without keeping to signposted footpaths, thus keeping wildlife away. The wildlife would not 
survive and the landscape would be impoverished and ruined. We are lucky that the biodiversity still supports such 
endangered species in a way that farming does not. We should be planting new trees alongside the old to enhance and 
extend this biodiversity for future generations.
6. I understand that new houses are required and low cost ones at that, but it seems to me that using land to the south 
of the city is more 'in-fill' and nearer much better transport links i.e. the A4146 which has been upgraded to dual 
carriageway and joins Bedfordshire to MK is close to the AS and the Ml, AND a railway station. There is employment 
locally without undue travel. It appears to be a more environmentally friendly solution. That is assuming it all HAS to go 
in one place. A number of houses attached to various small towns would be my choice as they perhaps need the 
commerce and new blood to survive.

Change to Plan Move the development to an area where both local and national transport links are already much diverse and fit to take 
increased traffic of almost  4000 cars

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: 1. Lack of consultation and detailed information.
2. Ancient Whaddon Streets already a rat run
3/4. Dangerous road links towards Stony Stratford and A421.
5. Landscape + Biodiversity 
6. Alternative solutions

Respondent: Mrs  Janet Charles [32843] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3171 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As resident of Whaddon since birth, I have witnessed the adverse effect of encroaching development on our 
environment and landscape: High Street, in particular, which is narrow-often with houses directly abutting it and 
pavements damaged, overgrown or non-existent-cannot sustain the volume of traffic now using it, let alone more. Yet it 
seems to me that proper consideration has not been given to any infrastructure issues (let alone traffic) in the 
reactionary, seeingly random inclusion of Shenley Park in VALP and my fear is that, once included, it would be too late 
to preserve this historic village and its surroundings. As Shenley Park was not included in the previous version of 
VALP, local residents have been denied the legal right to examine and challenge AVDC's decision to promote the area 
over the two competing sites( or any others) at a Public Hearing. I would urge the inspector to open a further hearing so 
that proper, crucial assessments regarding traffic, landscape, environment and infrastructure can be prepared before it 
is too late.

Change to Plan Before any plan is issued, alternative sites should be properly assessed. I suggest that Shenley Park is removed as 
these are potentially better choices.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Residents have been denied their legal right to examine and challenge AVDC's decision to include Shenley Park in 
VALP. Infrastructure and environmental issues should be properly considered before any site is included, particularly 
traffic.

Respondent: Mrs  Lauren Bennett [32844] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir, 
This letter outlines my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-
opened as a number of key issues relating to my village are unsatisfactory. For ease of reference, I have included the 
appropriate Main Modification (MM) reference after each point. 
First: Transport. It is clear that the future transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been adequately or 
properly considered. I have sat for hours on the A421 trying to get to the Bottledump roundabout in the morning and 
evening and when through the roundabout then joined gridlock in the west of Milton Keynes. This congestion is before 
the chaos of hundreds more cars from Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead is added - and they are not 
even built. After they come on stream, the queues will only get worse, causing yet more pollution. Surely a proper traffic 
analysis should have been done to highlight this obvious issue? And if it was done, it was not done properly. Traffic 
analysis must be done first, not as an afterthought. You need to sort out the roads before adding more users. Iain 
Stewart MP said in 2011 'Infrastructure before expansion' and I agree. (MM007, 010, 076)
Staying with the issue of dubious growth and impact traffic in (MM007, 010, 076) I noted the expansion policy for 
Shenley Park talks about "at least 1,150" houses, but there is site promotion documentation that suggests 1,800 
houses is their real target. That means an urban area twice the size of our village is being envisaged to use the same 
single road running East/West, as well as adding to the huge flow of cars, LGV and HGV that runs through our village 
currently. Given the size of the Shenley Park development I noted with amazement that no provision is made a 
secondary school as required by Bucks County Council policy which was made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Addendum - (MM076)
I am also concerned with what can only be described as double standards towards Coalescence - it has clearly not 
been thought through in our case. However, it is plain that this double standard is being applied as there is a marked 
difference between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the singular lack of similar protection for those 
villages around Milton Keynes, of which are one. The same standard of protection from Coalescence should apply to 
both - (MM013, 014, 031).
Sustainability is a major concern as the language used by AVDC suggests proximity to MK equals sustainability. The 
points raised above highlight why that assumption is fundamentally flawed. The burden for services will be placed on 
MK rather than Aylesbury Vale (or its successor). Expansion of dwellings will lead to contraction of capability thus 
leading to unsustainability and the impact on villagers' quality of life. (MM070, 076)
One good example of that is the question of Health Service provision which will be hugely impacted by several 
thousand new houses in MK and those added by AVDC. The extra strain on the emergency services caused by the 
new builds along with the disposal of the hundreds of tons of new waste plainly have not been adequately addressed. 
(MM007, 010,076)
This suggests that there is a lack of substantive co-operation by AVDC with MKC - as was made plain in a recent 
meeting on Salden Chase. It can also be noted in the marked absence in AVDC policy of compliance with the adopted 
policies in the adopted Plan:MK for proposed development. Returning to the recent meeting, noted above, the motions 
passed by the full Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and "Shenley Park" at Whaddon must cause 
real concern over AVDC's commitment to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' (MM072 to 076)
As a result of the points made above, I hereby submit my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of 
Newton Longville and ask that the PE be reopened.
Your sincerely,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The future transport needs for Shenley Park have not been adequately or properly considered. There is existing 
congestion in West MK, and more houses yet to be built in Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park. 
No provision is made a secondary school as required by BCC.
There is a marked difference between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and those around Milton Keynes.
The extra strain on the emergency services caused by the new builds along with the disposal of  hundreds of tons of 
new waste have not been adequately addressed.
There is a lack of substantive co-operation by AVDC with MKC. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Anthony Franks [30132] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: My daughter and her family live in Nash and will be hugely impacted by this development.
My objections are as follows:
1. A development of this size will have a negative impact on local village schools, possibly increasing class sizes and 
making recruitment and retention of staff more challenging. Pupils (such as my grandchildren) will be negatively 
affected.
2. The negative impact on amenities such as health centres, doctors, dentists, bus services, etc. will result in harder to 
access local services.
3.  The fragmenting of the North Bucks Way (a valuable resource for health and well-being)runs contrary to Milton 
Keynes Council's vision for the future. At their Full Council meeting on 23 October 2019, elected members across all 
political parties of MK Council agreed "to ensure 'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' were placed at the top of MK's 
agenda, with ambitions to become the 'Greenest City in the World' with a vision of becoming a 'World-leading 
sustainable City', whilst celebrating the rich variety of wildlife by protecting landscapes and habitats'. 
In addition, this will lead to further air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.
4. Shenley Park Whaddon wasn't included in the Nov 2017 Proposed Submission version of the VALP so the local 
parish council and residents have been denied any chance to debate and discuss AVDC's decision to choose this 
location over the other options during the public hearing sessions in July 2018. To accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of 
Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification could render the plan unlawful. Local residents must be given the 
chance to inform the Inspector of the impact such a development would have on our lives and the local environment.
5. Transport and highways issues concerning the A421 and local traffic appear not to have been addressed. AVDC 
have provided no plans or answers to solving traffic issues that have been raised to date: congestion at peak times 
already causes problems and will be exacerbated by further development. Shenley Road will be 'swallowed up' by the 
development, making access to the 'local' Westcroft shopping area of MK difficult (assuming that Shenley Road 
remains open. 
6. The potential residents living in the additional 1,150 houses in the proposed development will, no doubt, be mainly 
employed within the Milton Keynes area. The traffic currently flowing into Central Milton Keynes from the Western area 
is already increasing beyond the capacity of the grid roads. This is now being made even worse by the Western 
Expansion Area. 

6. Transport issues appear not to have been addressed. AVDC have provided no plans or answers.
7.The additional 1,150 houses in the proposed development will, no doubt, be mainly employed within the Milton 
Keynes area.

Change to Plan The Shenley Park site cannot and does not offer the opportunities available at the two alternative sites. The inherent 
constraints, not least the unknown traffic implications and inexplicable landscape and biodiversity concerns, suggests 
that in fact it is the least favourable of the three sites when closely examined. As a result I don't think there are any 
changes that could make the modification work for the Shenley Park site. Bucks County Council, in response to an 
AVDC request, have stated "The DS4 scenario - with Shenley Park removed and 1200 dwellings at Eaton Leys has the 
least impact on the Buckinghamshire highway network". Eaton Leys is a more logical choice as an infill site that would 
round off the eastern side of MK. There would be no encroachment into open countryside beyond the A4146 Fenny 
Stratford bypass as all housing would lie within this area.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. Impact on schools and class sizes. Together with access to schools.2. Negative impact on amenities such as health 
centres, 
 doctors, dentists,bus services.3.The fragmenting of the North Bucks Way. 4.MK Council agreed "to ensure 
'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' were placed at the top of MK's agenda.
5.Plans weren't included in the Nov 2017 Proposed Submission version of the VALP. The local parish council and 
residents  have been denied any chance to debate and discuss AVDC's decision.

Respondent: Mr John Nicholls [32848] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: FAIRNESS, LEGAL COMPLIANCE, AND SOUNDNESS.
Until the 5th November WHAOO1 SHENLEY PARK was an omission site and I had no opportunity to challenge the 
suitability of this site which will have a significant impact on the local landscape,environment and setting of Whaddon 
village. To have a late introduction of such a substantial site by the machinery of a Main Modification (MM) is avoiding 
the proper and effective scrutiny of the suitability of the site and an informed comparison with more suitable sites at 
Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. The use of a MM in this manner has effectively shut me out of adducing evidence to 
challenge the MM and cross examining the evidence relied upon by AVDC. This is both unfair and unlawful. And will 
only be remedied by a new hearing as to the suitability of WHA001. These failings cannot be remedied by the current 
consultation process.
DUTY TO CO-OPERATE.
National planning policy provides that adjoining Authorities have a ' Duty to Co-operate ' - when
considering significant, strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. This duty
cannot be rectified during a public consultation period. Failure to engage in constructive
dialogue with a neighbouring authority at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector to
recommending a non-adoption report to be issued.
AVDC state the 'Proposed VALP Submission November 2017',
at paragraph 1.9 "Aylesbury Vale does not exist in isolation. It has major
conurbations nearby which have effects across district boundaries. Councils are under a
formal duty to cooperate over strategic issues which cross their boundaries. This means
the council has to engage positively with neighbouring councils and other organisations,
about issues such as housing numbers and employment requirements." I question whether the requisite cross border 
co-operation in respect of WHA001 has been properly carried out with Milton Keynes Council the lead planning 
authority adjoining WHA001 and the other competing sites Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. This failure renders the MM 
unsustainable, unsound and unlawful.
UNSUITABILITY OF WHA001
LANDSCAPE and BIODIVERSITY
Road access into WH001 must cut across a strong and natural boundary that currently forms a strong
defensible western edge to the existing built up area of MK. Cutting through this ancient North
Bucks Way corridor by one, if not two grid road extensions, will unnecessarily exploit/harm
attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside - 'virgin' land which does not enjoy any further logical outer
boundary that could be described as a similar long-term and defensible boundary. Crest Homes in
their May 2014 'Development Opportunities Plan' have demonstrated this dangerous concept by
showing future development directional arrows heading further west, towards Calverton Lane, well
beyond the boundary they are currently proposing for the 'at least' 1150 homes.
At their Full Council meeting on 23 October 2019, elected members across all political parties of
M.K. Council agreed to ensure 'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' were placed at the top of MK's
agenda, with ambitions to become a "world leading" sustainable city whilst celebrating the rich variety of wildlifeby by 
protecting important landscapes and habitats. Crossing the hugely important North Bucks Way into open countryside 
and natural habitats clearly threatens this sustainable vision as was recognised by the Planning Inspector in the 2004 
MKC WEA Site 10.4 planning enquiry
HOUSING NUMBERS
The first version of the MM drafted by AVDC provided for "up to 1150 new houses" however the current MM provides 
for "at least 1150 new homes" a small change to the wording but a significant change to the planning consequences! I 
question the lawfulness of a increase in housing numbers by means of a MM for an omission site beyond the number 
of the shortfall of 500 houses identified by the planning Inspector.
COMPETING SITES EATON LEYS & SALDEN CHASE
EATON LEYS
Bucks C.C., in response to an AVDC request, have stated "The DS4 scenario - with Shenley Park
removed and 1200 dwellings at Eaton Leys has the least impact on the Buckinghamshire highway
network". (enquiry document no:- ED215A)
Eaton Leys is a totally obvious and logical ' infill site ' that would sensibly ' round
off ' the eastern side of MK. The total site lies within and is fully contained by the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass 
avoiding encroachment into open countryside and defining a permanent south western edge to the city of Milton 
Keynes. In comparison WH001 crosses the North Bucks Way a strong defensibe landscape barrier which is particularly 
important to preserving the landscape and environment in the West as MKC major expansion is now east of the MI 
motorway.
Development at Eaton Leys has strong sustainability and regeneration factors with close links to Fenny Stratford 
amenities and Bletchley railway station. The site also has excellent existing communication routes to 
Central MK, Bletchley, the A4146 Stoke Hammond/Leighton Buzzard bypass, A5 & M1
SALDEN CHASE
Planning permission has already been granted for some 1900 new homes at Salden Chase
(north-east) and the combined site of approx over 3000 homes would enable better land use and
concentrate all the sustainable requirements of major development into one area, ensuring easy
access to 'on site' employment, local shopping and community facilities, public open space and
recreational areas
The southern part of the site adjoins the 'to be re-opened' East-West railway line, and whilst there no current 
requirement for a new station or 'halt', the opportunity would exist - especially if the location were initially 'ear marked' 

Respondent: Mr Richard Winward [29178] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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for open space.
3000 plus homes would guarantee all stages of education includin g Pre-School, Primary and Secondary on one site . 
This would be a much safer solution allowing 'walking to school' rather than crossing the A421 from SP , and crucial in 
school planning terms as there are currently no spaces in the local upper schools , with the situation likely to get worse.
Better and more effective t ransport links, highway management and traffic calming solutions , could be designed and 
maximised . Looking ahead, a greater concentration of homes in this location could 'pave the way' and set aside 
'contribution funding' for a greatly needed Newton Longville by-pass .

Change to Plan MM076 needs to be deleted in its entirety and then compared with the competing sites of Eaton Leys and Salden 
Chase by way of reopened Hearings at which I will be able to adduce evidence and cross examine the evidence relied 
on by AVDC.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Challenging the use of Main Modification procedure to allocate omission site WHA001 at a late stage in the 
Examination giving no opportunity for an informed discussion as to suitability with competing sites. Setting out the 
planning grounds (damage to local landscape, environment, biodiversity and setting of Whaddon village) for the 
unsuitability of WHA001 for development.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: My husband and I support Whaddon Parish Council in believing that it is illogical and completely unnecessary to 
expand the City boundary into Shenley Park at the current time. We don't believe the requirement for additional housing 
justifies crossing a strong defensible bridleway boundary such as the North Bucks Way into beautiful and much valued 
open and unspoilt countryside. We believe, as pointed out by Whaddon Parish Council, that either of the other two 
available sites considered, namely, Salden Chase and Eaton Leys, would be easier and more appropriate to develop in 
the period up to 2033.
As residents of Nash, we are concerned about the implication for the A421 which is already a bottleneck at peak times 
from the Nash roundabout until the dual carriageway starts. We fear that Nash would become a rat-run for drivers trying 
to avoid the log-jams. We have had one out-of control driver in our front garden and have seen a number of accidents 
at the south end of Nash from drivers not recognizing the care needed to drive on narrow country lanes.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:  Officer's summary
 It is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the City boundary into Shenley Park. We don't believe the 
requirement for additional housing justifies crossing a strong defensible bridleway boundary such as the North Bucks 
Way into beautiful and much valued open and unspoilt countryside. We believe, as pointed out by Whaddon Parish 
Council, that either of the other two available sites considered, namely, Salden Chase and Eaton Leys, would be easier 
and more appropriate to develop in the period up to 2033.
As residents of Nash, we are concerned about the implication for the A42.

Respondent: Mrs M.S Hedges [32852] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Comments on the VALP modifications based on the documents "MASTER Draft Submission VALP - FINAL with maps 
low res", 318 pages, "All modifications 011019", 169 pages, and "Corrections to Mod table rev 011019", 76 pages, from 
AVDC.
As a general observation, the extent of the changes, involving some 245 pages of notes, to an original document of 318 
pages, surely strikes at the very heart of the validity of the VALP and distorts it to an extent where the previous public 
consultation is surely now invalid. The publicly acknowledged admission by AVDC that when approved VALP would 
have to be modified within 5 years, well before its expected scope termination of 2033, would seem to indicate that the 
whole exercise is a waste of time and resources. If this exercise is to be continued Nash Parish Council needs to 
register its dissatisfaction with the modification listed below in particular. This does not mean Nash Parish Council is in 
agreement with all the other modifications but merely that this change introduces the most glaring lack of consistency 
and connected planning in the 245 pages of changes.
MM076 introduces Shenley Park as a necessary site for over 1100 houses, with a potential of 2000, and also promises 
a defensible Milton Keynes boundary - which it clearly is not. Nash Parish Council rejects any proposal to develop this 
area.
The importance of a well-defined Milton Keynes boundary has previously been tested during the "development over the 
ridge" planning action in 2004, when the inspector supported the view that Milton Keynes development should not 
extend beyond the North Bucks Way. This boundary is included in the current Milton Keynes adopted plan, Plan:MK 
Adopted Version (March 2019), where it is further confirmed by policy to leave the area to the north of Shenley Park as 
open countryside. The importance of a well-defined boundary was reiterated in the VALP under the Salden Chase 
proposal, a paragraph since deleted under MM072, but reappears at several new points in the examination changes. 
Any development by AVDC, or the subsequent Buckinghamshire Unitary, on their side of the boundary produces an 
unsustainable situation where council tax and house build premiums are diverted to Buckinghamshire which should 
clearly go to Milton Keynes whose facilities will be used by residents of such development. Even rubbish collection will 
be inefficient, going only to the boundary from where another organisation continues. This can only lead in the long run 
to acknowledgement of the situation and the extension of the Milton Keynes boundary to include such development. 
Thus, far from providing a defensible boundary it actually promotes the extension of Milton Keynes. In the Shenley Park 
case, as the development fills the space between Milton Keynes and the Whaddon residential area, there would then 
be a good case to include the whole of Whaddon Parish within Milton Keynes, which would completely destroy the 
historic Whaddon Chase.
In a well-ordered planning system, it would be acknowledged that there will inevitably be areas on the edge of Milton 
Keynes where the original boundary was incorrect for political reasons, and now, due to developments, should logically 
be expanded. For example, in the Eaton Leys area, south of Milton Keynes, where Milton Keynes proposes to develop 
their part of what is logically a much larger development opportunity, the remainder is 'owned' by AVDC. Similarly, 
Newton Leys could logically be extended. But wherever AVDC places development on the edge of Milton Keynes it will 
produce conflict. Milton Keynes, as a separate planning authority, will have organised infrastructure to cater for only its 
own planned development. Developments close to Milton Keynes distort the approved local plans. A well-ordered 
planning system would acknowledge this and cede weak areas to Milton Keynes so that development is made to Milton 
Keynes standards, with taxes supporting the correct authority, and facilities and infrastructure supplied by the correct 
authority. In exchange AVDC should receive a credit for the house numbers Milton Keynes built on the land so they do 
not suffer the housing shortfall. Thus, where there is a strong logical boundary, such as Shenley Park, this should be 
maintained, and where the boundary is weak, such as the Eaton Leys, Newton Leys and Salden Chase, areas should 
be offered to Milton Keynes for development as Milton Keynes extensions in exchange for house number credit.
Nash Parish Council also believes that the legal grounds for introducing the Shenley Park development proposal at 
such a late stage are dubious. It is certainly an unfair and unjust move. The area has been selected in a panic driven 
bid to increase house numbers. It was previously rejected as unsuitable during the preparation of the VALP but is now 
proposed as the obvious choice with minimal investigation of the alternatives. The site sustainability has only been 
reinvestigated now after its selection. A current sustainability survey should have been made to compare alternatives in 
order to select the best not in order to confirm a dubious decision. At the very least this proposal should be given a 
public examination due to the far-reaching implications for the geographical area.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The extent of the changes and the predicted need for early modification suggests previous consultations are invalid and 
an ineffective use of resources.
The introduction of Shenley Park (MMM076) is strongly opposed. It threatens the MK/AVDC boundary; promotes the 
extension of MK and could potentially destroy Whaddon Chase.
Alternative areas for MK development and boundary changes are suggested.

Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Miss Alison  Robinson) 

[32859]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We moved to Nash in order for our children to attend village schools with smaller class sizes. The children who move 
into these new homes will need to go to school and this will put a strain on the existing system and threaten the very 
appeal of a village school, not to mention increase competition for places. The same could be said for other local 
services in the area such as doctors - which pose a threat to our childrens' education and quality of life.
Additionally, Shenley Park Whaddon wasn't included in the Nov 2017 Proposed Submission version of the VALP so the 
local parish council and residents have been denied any chance to debate and discuss AVDC's decision to choose this 
location over the other options during the public hearing sessions in July 2018. This seems in breach of NPPF 
paragraphs 155, 158 and 182.
As a result of the late introduction of Shenley Park to the process the locals have been treated with disrespect and in 
an entirely unfair manner. As a result the inspector must open a further hearing session at the end of the consultation 
period, so proper comparison testing can be done across the different site options. To accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' 
of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification could render the plan unlawful. Local residents must be given 
the chance to inform the Inspector of the impact such a development would have on our lives and the local 
environment, such as my childrens' education. Government requires that adjoining have a duty to cooperate when 
considering housing allocation such as this. This 'duty' cannot be rectified during a public consultation period and failure 
to do so much earlier in the process can lead the Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report - very much contrary 
to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version). AVDC seem to have paid lip service to this advice, indicating to MKC what 
they were doing but at no point have they addressed this key strategic housing allocation through effective discussion 
or proper joint working, signalling a significant failure to meet the definition of 'duty to cooperate' at an early stage. MKC 
discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October and members across all parties agreed
that a failure of cooperation has occurred and that community engagement has been minimal. This is all very 
concerning as MKC could and should have helped select the best, most sustainable site. As a result the plans should 
be deemed 'unsound' to
date and hearing sessions need to be re-opened to understand why AVDC chose not to cooperate with MKC or the 
local community throughout the process.
The A421 is already an incredibly busy, and often dangerous road. This proposal would greatly increase traffic and be 
completely unsustainable for the area, causing disruption and having a negative impact to the local area. AVDC have 
provided
no plans or answers to solving traffic issues that have previously been date. This plan is also in conflict with the 
October 2019
Full Council cross-party agreement to 'ensure biodiversity and natural processes are at the top of the agenda with 
ambitions to
[make MK] the Greenest City in the World'. Crossing the important North Bucks Way wildlife corridor into much valued 
countryside and natural habitats directly destroys such MKC ideals. The AECOM Sustainability Appraisal also states 
'significant
development would be contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan 
objectives' and the Eaton Leys alternative location option is not in a BOA area, while Shenley Park is. Overall Shenley 
Park does not offer the
same opportunities as the alternative sites, especially Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan The Shenley Park site cannot and does not offer the opportunities available at the two alternative sites. The inherent 
constraints, not least the unknown traffic implications and inexplicable landscape and biodiversity concerns, suggests 
that in fact it is the least favourable of the three sites when closely examined. As a result I don't think there are any 
changes that could make the modification
work for the Shenley Park site. Bucks County Council, in response to an AVDC request, have stated. 
The DS4 scenario - with Shenley Park removed and 1200 dwellings at Eaton Leys has the least
impact on the Buckinghamshire highway network". Eaton Leys is a more logical choice as an infill site
that would round off the eastern side of MK. There would be no encroachment into open countryside beyond the A4146 
Fenny Stratford bypass as all housing would lie within this area.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park location will have a negative impact on local schools, (threatening access for
existing children in the area.) roads and local amenities (doctors, dentist, bus services).
AVDC haven't engaged with the local community or MKC correctly to discuss the location and many decisions to date 
seem in conflict with NPPF/ PPG paragaphs (specified in box 1). AVDC conduct to date may render the plan unlawful. 
Choosing Shenley Park conflicts with local biodiversity
agreements, especially as it is in a BOA area. Eaton Leys is not in a BOA area and seems a more suitable choice.

Respondent: Mrs Kate Delvin [32869] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We can't see that our soundness comment on the water cycle study has been addressed in the main 
modificationsconsultation. 
Further to this, in June 2019 we responded to a consultation for the water cycle study for three additional site 
allocations. We also have an outstanding point of soundness for the water cycle study information that was submitted 
for these sites. 
Please can you clarify this and send us any information regarding the water cycle study that was made in response to 
our pre-submission draft soundness response and our soundness comments for the three additional sites consultation.

Respondent: Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29316] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Environment Agency response to VALP Main Modifications.pdf

Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale local plan three additional sites June 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3196 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As a resident of Newton Longville for 60 years, I am writing to express my concern regarding, and to register my strong 
objections to, the Main Modification to the VALP. In my opinion these require to be reviewed, and that the public 
examination should be reopened the following reasons:
The A421 main road to the west is already operating to close to full capacity, with longtailbacks of traffic during the rush-
hour periods. This is before the  new Development at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead are even built, and the transport 
needs for Shenley Park have not been properly considered. 

-Infrastructure requirements such as Health Service provision and additional demand
  on the emergency services has also not been properly considered.

-AVDC appears reluctant to comply with the Duty to Cooperate regarding the motion
passed by Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Saldon Chase and Shenley Park. There is clear lack of cooperation 
by AVDC with MKDC, as evidenced by the absence in present policy of complying with those contained in the adopted 
MK Plan. 
-There appears to be a lack of protection for the villages surrounding Milton Keynes
compared with the around Aylesbury, which is unfair.

In conclusion, I reiterate my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in relations to Newton Longville, the separate 
identity of which dates back to 1066 and the quality of life should be preserved as far as far as is reasonably possible 
for the benefit of future generations.

Change to Plan Not stated•

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The A421 main road to the west is already operating to close to full capacity, with longtailbacks of traffic during the rush-
hour periods. This is before the  new Development at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead are even built, and the transport 
needs for Shenley Park have not been properly considered. 

-Infrastructure requirements such as Health Service provision and additional demand
  on the emergency services has also not been properly considered.

-AVDC appears reluctant to comply with the Duty to Cooperate regarding the motion
passed by Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Saldon Chase and Shenley Park.

Respondent: Mr Robert Hancock [32870] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3198 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Shenley Park (SP) site was not included in the 2017 proposed submission of the VALP. This means that Whaddon 
Residents were denied of the opportunity to debate and question proposals, contrary to NPPF para 158, 182 and 
particularly 155. A further hearing must take place to ensure proper comparison between all 3 proposed sites can be 
made, otherwise this would be entirely unfair and unjust.

I believe that the 2 adjoining authorities have not fulfilled their duty to cooperate-in breach of PPG para 3-008(2014). 
AVDC has not addressed the strategic housing or would jointly with MKDC as on this as required. 
The development would impact substantially and adversely on surrounding landscape, woodlands and wildlife. The 
North Bucks way would be decimated by roads required. 

The current Shenley Road would potentially be cut off, making access from Whaddon to MK grid system tortuous and 
highly time consuming, adding fuel costs to residents, not to mention extra traffic to the 421, which would become our 
nearest access. This road already is far too congested. Rat-runing through the village would increase exponentially with 
further development and potential closure of Shenley Road.
Housing numbers: wording has changed from up to 1150 new houses to at least 1150 houses. The potential for 
substantially more houses than originally expected would have a devastating effect-increase in traffic, demand for all 
local services etc.
The concept plan is ludicrously complicated. If residents can not understand proposals, how is consultation fair.?. It is 
impossible to locate parts relevant to MM076. I do not believe AVDC has thought through the implications of road 
structure. They say these details will be sorted out at detailed planning stage. This is unacceptable- how can residents 
form an opinion without all the facts to consider.?
Increased traffic disruption to A421 during lengthy building would bring this road to a stand still.
Eaton hegs should be the choice of site for the new housing. It is obvious infill site, fully contained by A414b bypass, so 
no encroachment on countryside. It is Y2 within AVDC and MKC. It makes sense to extend the Easton Site.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs. Easton, Bletchley, saldon 
chase or Newton longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, sustainable 
alternative sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale-thereby helping that town;s 
sustainability and economy, rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: -SP not included in original VALP, contrary to NPPF.
- MKC and AVDC have not fulfiled duty to cooperate contrary to PPG para 3-008.
-Impact on countryside, traffic on A421, rat-run through Whaddon, sustainability.
-Easton to be preferred.

Respondent: Chocolate Box Coaching (Marianna Beckwith) 

[29471]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3199 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: MM076/Shenley Park was not included in the November 2017 proposed submission of the VALP and so Whaddon 
Parish Council and residents has been completely denied.No opportunity for  properly debate and understand AVDC's 
decision to choose Shenley Park over the other 2 competing sites. This is in breach of NPPF para.158 & 182 as well as 
155. It is completely unfair and unfair not to allow detailed comparison between all 3 sites.To simply accept AVDC's 
proposal of Shenley Park as a proposed choice without due dialogue would make the final plan unsound and maybe 
unlawful. It seems clear that the adjoining authorities have failed in their obligation of a duty to cooperate and this would 
be seen as contrary to para 3-008(2014) AVDC have clearly not fuly contemplated the implications for transport should 
Shenley Park be approved. 
The A421 already reaches standstill during rush hour and this situation will increase during the building of Shenley 
Park. With the current Shenley Road particularly being closed or off the only route into Milton Keynes for Whaddon 
residents would either be through the new  route or by adding further to the congestion on the A421. Thisadds to 
wastage, pollution and increased environmental damage.  The frequency of rat running through Whaddon and other 
villages would increase drastically impacting on residents daily lives and safety vehicles and already recorded at
 speeds of the posted limit and seriously worsen. 
There is no concept plan to look, as none for some of the major sites in the plan. 
The copious sounds placed online  as complex for most members of the public to understand, and even if they could 
find elements that relates to MM076/WHA001 Shenley Park. This seriously suggests an attempt to bamboozle  
residents in the hope that they will simply give up for AVDC for whatever presenting works.
Referring again to the A421, it seems inconceivable that  presenting a major new development to VALP plce at Shenley 
Park before completing major upgrading of the A421. Potentially this road could be M1 to the M40. The congestion, 
frequency of accidents and the collapsing surface already wider this dangerous and increase the vehicle  numbers 
before steps to improve this situation is indeed poor planning with no consideration for consequences. 
The wording relating to the number new houses at Shenley Park has changed from new  houses to at least 1150 
houses. This is a minor written amendments and again is suggests the AVDC are attempting a cover-up of the plan. 
The consequences of this potential change are immerse in respect of the increase to traffic , congestion, environmental 
impact and impact o already stretched local services.

This proposed new development would seriously impact on the surrounding landscape, wildlife and woodland and other 
transport routes crossing  the North Bucks way will unnecessarily have attractive and as per unspoilt  countryside. 
Milton Keynes Council has reported on goal of becoming Greener City in the world, this proposal and its impact  on un 
spoilt natural land and wildlife habiats is already not allied to that goal. If not Shenley Parkhas where? Eaton is the 
obvious choice. It stands out as an in fill site and is fully constrained by the A446 bypass. There is no encroachment on 
open countryside. The Eaton  site is fairly evenly school by  Milton Keynes and AVDC and MKC have permitted 
development to commerce. Common sense should dictates that obvious in fill sites should be chosen before disposing 
virgin countryside.

Change to Plan MM076 should be deleted from the VALP before any further developments. Eaton is an obvious in fill opportunity and 
maybe AVDC should look align its housing development closer to existing large towns in the VALP to support those 
towns, economies, sustainability and growth rather that of  Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park was not included in the original VALP. This is contrary to NPPF. Both MKC and AVDC have failed to fulfil 
their duty to cooperate as set out in Para 3-008. The impact of Shenley Park would be disastrous for the environment, 
traffic, congestion, and natural habitats and the health and wellbeing of Whaddon residents as well as visitors to 
schools and playground.

Respondent: Mr Peter Beckwith [31278] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications
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3200 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object on the following grounds:-
Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission' version of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), so Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) and residents have been  completely denied the 
opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to select SP over the other two competing sites 
during the public hearing sessions held by the Inspector in July 2018. The alternative sites are Eaton Leys (EL) and 
Salden Chase (SC). This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182, and especially 155.
● Because of the very late introduction of SP, the Inspector must be strongly encouraged to reopen a
further hearing session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial omission can be
rectified. It is completely UNFAIR and UNJUST not to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing'
between the three competing sites.
● Simply to accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification will
render the final plan unsound, and possibly unlawful.
● Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the impact such a large
development will have on their environment, lives & health, road safety, and general well-being etc. Despite
the site being mentioned at a much earlier stage (but then deleted) this consultation is TOO LITTLE, TOO
LATE (and far too complex, given the amount of information on the AVDC website).
● Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' - when considering
significant, strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. Such a 'duty' cannot be rectified during a public
consultation period, so failure to do so at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector to recommend a nonadoption
report. This is contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version)
● AVDC has not addressed this key strategic housing allocation (a minimum of 1150 new homes) through 'effective 
discussion' or 'proper joint working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate' at an early stage ...... 
especially as MKC are the major town and Lead Authority, adjoining the three neighbouring
and competing sites.
MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October 2019, and members across all parties agreed that
a failure of co-operation has occurred, and that community engagement has been minimal.
● Non-compliance with such an important issue, especially when MKC has an adopted Local Plan with
meaningful policies, is very concerning. MKC could, and should have helped select the best and most sustainable
site. This lack of engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' ...... hence further reason to re-open the
hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC - and
indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and residents.
HOUSING NUMBERS
● The originally drafted AVDC Main Modifications, first seen at the end of July, stated 'up to 1150 new
houses', but following discussion with the Inspector, the revised version states 'at least 1150 new homes'. A minor
change in writing, but with potentially devastating consequences bearing in mind that the promoted site may have
the capacity to provide up to 2000 houses...... and that is before the 'future development direction' arrows,
suggested by Crest Homes in May 2014 come into play!
TRANSPORT, TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAYS ISSUES
● Bucks CC has said "The advantage of the SP development is that it has the potential to provide a new grid
road which would address rat-running through Whaddon". When asked to explain "how?" AVDC had no plans or
answers, only to say that this will be resolved following further traffic investigations at the detailed planning stage!
Answers must be provided now before such a major site is confirmed in a Local Plan, as the impact could have
devastating consequences for Whaddon village, particularly on road safety and the immediate environment due to
ever worsening and increasing 'rat-running' through its two Conservation Areas, and past a school and playgroup.
● Through-traffic numbers and higher levels of HGVs have worsened year on year since MK began, despite
a traffic calming scheme costing approximately £110,000, being installed some six years ago. Since the MVAS
flashing speed signs were installed average weekday traffic levels (in both directions) have increased from about
2024 vehicles (December 2014 MVAS traffic data) to approximately 3098 (November 2019 data) ... or just over a
50% increase in just 5 years. Just imagine what impact a further minimum 3,000 new homes (say 4-5000 cars) at
Shenley Park (at least 1150 houses) and Salden Chase, Newton Longville (circa 1855 houses) will have?
● On 7 November 2019, MKC refused planning consent for the 'access' into Salden Chase off the A421, due
to 'insufficient evidence to mitigate traffic'. This was despite knowing that AVDC have granted planning (in
principle) for the 1855 houses, school etc. What does this say about 'cross boundary discussion?' The developers
must now appeal that decision, which could take six months or more - with no certainty of success. Where does
this leave VALP, if almost 1900 houses are suddenly lost?
● What is the future of Shenley Road, and will it be closed completely? If not, we can expect a longer and
much more tortuous journey to Morrisons through an even bigger housing estate ... and much higher levels of
traffic heading towards Stony Stratford, Wolverton and North MK. (Kiln Farm and Stacey Bushes industrial estates
etc.)?
● Alternatively, perhaps closing Shenley Road, making it 'cycles only', would mean Coddimoor Lane
becoming the only way into Whaddon from the A421? ...... but surely that would worsen by far the rat-running?
● Coddimoor Lane currently joins the A421 at a very busy roundabout. Traffic congestion into MK is a major
problem at peak travel times and during bad weather. Many accidents have occurred in this vicinity (both on the
A421 and along Coddimoor Lane) in recent years. The roundabout is already hard to access at peak times during
the day. Parents will find it increasingly difficult when delivering to, and collecting their children from the Primary
School and Playgroup.
● SP has no easy access to rail stations. Both MK and Bletchley stations would be 6km away.

Respondent: Mrs Julia Lemagnen [32871] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3200 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

● These are all hugely important questions to Whaddon residents, who have endured 30-plus years of 'year
on year' increases of traffic through two conservation areas, and past the village primary school and play group.
WPC believe these are critical questions that should have been addressed by both AVDC and MKC at an earlier
stage - but they have not. This makes the plan very 'unsound' especially as the two authorities use different traffic
modelling techniques - neither of which look at the impact of major growth on the surrounding rural road network.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs,
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a
sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger 
towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whaddon residents have been denied the opportunity to properly debate AVDC's
decision to choose SP over the other sites. It is completely UNFAIR and UNJUST not
to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing' between the sites.
Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' when considering significant cross-boundary
housing allocations; there has been a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate' at an
early stage. Community engagement has also been minimal.
Housing numbers: the amount of homes in the development could be as many as 2,000.
Transport, traffic and highways issues: the impact on traffic levels around Whaddon will be significant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: -Lack of opportunity to debate AVDC's decision Shenley Park alongside the other 2 sites Eaton Leys and Salden 
Chase Extension. 
-Basis for request that the inspector to open a further hearing session, Duty to Cooperate, landscape, biodiversity, 
including ref. to the North Bud.way.
-Housing Numbers and change of wording.
-Concept Plan
-Transport and Highways with specific reference to codimoor have, Shenley Road and the A421. 
-Education-Major concern especially upper school provision.
-Employment 
-Funding /Monies

General Points in more detail re Shenley Park, Whaddon - continuation of box 1
* Not included in Nov. 2017 "Proposed Submission"-VALP
* We were denied the opportunity to debate & cross examine AVDC's decision to choose Shenley Park over the other 2 
sites (Eaton Leys and Salden Chase) This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 & 182 and especially 155
* The Inspector should reopen a further Hearing Session, it is Unfair if not and Unjust not to allow comparison testing 
on all 3 sites.
* It is Unsound and possibly Unlawful to accept AVDC's preferred choice without proper scrutiny & justification
* Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the impact of such a large development 
on their lives, environment, education, health, road safety and general well-being, etc.
* "Duty to co-operate" -see PPG paragraph 3--008 (2014 version)
* AVDC appears to be paying lip service to this advice and failed to comply
* MKC - 23rd October - members agreed that a failure of co-operation has occurred
* MKC- lack of engagement renders this part of the plan "Unsound" and this should lead to the reopening of the 
Hearing session.
Landscape & Biodiversity
* North Bucks Way not mentioned and its protection
* Due consideration should be made to Public Open Space, Countryside and Natural
habitats Housing Numbers
* A major change was introduced in the wording- in July "up to 1150"
* Revised version - now "at least 1150"
Transport, Traffic and Highways
* No answers to explain Bucks CC statement regarding addressing "rat-running" through Whaddon
* Devastating consequences for Whaddon Village- route past school and playgroup sites
* More HGVs - this issue has worsened year on year- to consider the impact on the village
as a result of the high number of proposed houses and facilities
* MKC - th November refused planning consent for the access into Salden Chase despite
knowledge of AVDC planning for 1855 houses to mitigate traffic- where is the cross
boundary discussion and cooperation?.

Future of Shenley Road uncertain-additional problems for traffic and access to Westcroft
and MK
* Coddimoor Lane - major issues with many accidents over the past few years and huge
impact on A421 roundabout already. Increased traffic will exacerbate these problems
and has treat implications that will impact on the School and Playgroup.
* A421 is already over capacity and causes concern
* Shenley Park provides no direct/ easy access to rail and major road links
All these points make the choice of Shenley Park "Unsound"
Education
* Shenley Park numbers would not enable provision for ALL age pupils i.e. Upper School,
although a 2 form entry primary school is on the plans. This is unacceptable, especially
when the alternative sites (Eaton Leys and Salden Chase) would be able to.
* These other two sites would not require pupils/ parents crossing a main road (A421) in
order to access the school, but movement/ walking within one site would be possible.
This surely Is the approach to be strongly supported, especially with today's awareness
of the environmental problems and concerns.
* Numbers to justify a new Upper School would require building alongside the A421.
Would this mean an underpass, level crossing, over bridge? Has this situation even been
considered?
* Pollution and its effects is something to bear in mind when evidence shows the damage
this can do to people and the environment. There seems to be a lack of information/
planning to address this situation and the negative and damaging implications for the
Health and Safety of pupils and residents
* Local schools, including the selective Grammar School -Royal Latin School-Upper Schools
Employment
* Access to MK though Whaddon is of great concern. This cut- through will, as now,
become a favoured route plus the increase in traffic.

Respondent: Denise McClellan [30153] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Funding / Monies
This appears to be under dispute between AVDC and MK for several aspects

Change to Plan Based on the points raised and elements referred to in my case, I would suggest that Eaton Leys be moved to 
preference one and Saldon Chase be considered as second choice or reserve.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The Shenley Park , Whaddon site cannot and does not have the available opportunity opportunity to be sound as the 
two alternative sites. The inherent constraints, not least the known and unknown traffic implications and education 
issues, plus the inexplicable landscape and biodiversity concerns suggests that it is at least favourable of the three 
sites when closely examined.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Shenley Park was not originally in the Plan, we have had no chance to question AVDCs decision to include it. We must 
have this.

Secondly there has been no cross border consultation with Milton Keynes.

Traffic would be a huge issue. The A421 is already over crowded. If Shenley Park exits onto the A421 there will be 
incredible congestion. Likewise, extension of Milton Keynes grid system would create similar congestion which will also 
apply to  Coddimoor Lane.

Milton Keynes Council will provide many of the services e.g. health & education for which Buckinghamshire Council will 
receive the Council Tax.

Change to Plan Shenley Park should be excluded while the nearby Eaton Leys or Salden Chase would provide a more suitable method 
of providing the required number of houses.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park was not originally in the Plan, we have had no chance to question AVDCs decision to include it. We must 
have this.

Secondly there has been no cross border consultation with Milton Keynes.

Traffic would be a huge issue. The A421 is already over crowded. If Shenley Park exits onto the A421 there will be 
incredible congestion. Likewise, extension of Milton Keynes grid system would create similar congestion which will also 
apply to  Coddimoor Lane.

Milton Keynes Council will provide many of the services e.g. health & education for which Buckinghamshire Council will 
receive the Council Tax.

Respondent: Sir Beville Stanier [32677] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: (1)The housing expansion has not been properly planned with reference to supporting infrastructure.
(2) It would put more than 2,000 cars on roads which are frequently heavily congested at peak times. 
(3) Damage re air pollution and environmental harm
(4)There will be an excessive cost burden to Milton Keynes. Will not benefit from Council Tax receipts as Aylesbury will 
benefit from this.
(5) The  current housing building programme which already been approved has not yet been completed. 
6) There is an unnecessary risk to the green space between Harlow cresent and Saltwood Avenue bypass around to 
Shenley Park.

Change to Plan The project should not be approved

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: (Officer summary)
(1)The housing expansion has not been properly planned with reference to supporting infrastructure.
(2) It would put more than 2,000 cars on roads which are frequently heavily congested at peak times. 
(3) Damage re air pollution and environmental harm
(4)There will be an excessive cost burden to Milton Keynes. Will not benefit from Council Tax receipts as Aylesbury will 
benefit from this.
(5) The  current housing building programme which already been approved has not yet been completed. 
6) There is an unnecessary risk to the green space betwwen Harlow cresent and Saltwood Avenue bypass around to 
Shenley Park.

Respondent: Bipin Patel [32626] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Shenley Park was not included in the NOV.17 proposed submission version of the VALP. So residents have been 
denied the opportunity to debate AVDC's decision to choose it own site. It is unfair and unjust not to allow proper 
comparison testing between the 3 sites and to accept their choice without scrutiny would be unsound and possibly 
unlawful. There has closely been a failure of a duty to cooperate as agreed across all parties at the meeting on 
23/10/19. Community engagement has been  minimal. Eaton Leys is a far more sensible choice of location in terms of 
being as obvious infilll site, a present of construction currently going on, road access and infrastructure considerations 
e.g school.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs. Eaton Leys, Bletchley should 
be considered as sustainable replace for Shenley Park. Alternative sites should be identified closer to lager towns 
within Aylesbury Vale therefore helping that towns sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. There has not been appropriate comparison testing across the 3 proposed sites-This is unsound and possibly 
unlawful. 

2. Failure on duty to cooperate between the adjoining authorities.

Respondent: Mr David Pugh [32876] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the proposed Main Modifications MM070, MM071, MM075 and, importantly, MM076, which have all been 
made in respect of 'Shenley Park (WHA001). My objection is based on the following key points:-

1. Shenley Park was only included at this late stage by way of 'modification'. It is, however, evident that AVDC's 
decision to prefer Shenley Park over the two competing sites (Eaton Leys & Salden Chase) was taken without allowing 
for a full hearing of the parties affected by the proposed site allocation. This lack of consultation denied Whaddon 
Parish Council and local residents the opportunity to properly examine, scrutinize and discuss Shenley Park and its 
impact. Importantly, this also prevented a due & proper comparison testing of the three potential allocation sites. This is 
unfair and the modifications are not adequately justified. I ask the Inspector to open a further hearing session at the 
end of the consultation period to rectify this defect, which could otherwise render the final plan unsound and therefore, 
potentially, unlawful.

2. The proposed modifications were made by AVDC without complying with its 'Duty to Co- operate' with the adjoining 
authority (being MKC). Whilst AVDC stated that it kept MKC informed, no records or minutes have been provided to 
evidence effective discussions or proper joint working. It was acknowledged by MKC at the Full Council Meeting on 23 
Oct 2019 that a failure to cooperate had occurred. This breach of Government guidelines and national policy may affect 
the soundness of the plan. I therefore ask the Inspector to re- open the hearing sessions to allow AVDC to adequately 
respond.

2.1. This failure to cooperate is particularly concerning as the AVDC Local Plan fails to take into account the strategies 
stated in the MKC Local Plan, in particular in terms of MK's proposed development areas, infrastructure, accessibility 
and biodiversity aims. This casts serious doubt on the effectiveness of the AVDC Local Plan where it is not aligned with 
the MKC Local Plan.

2.2. Further issues arise in respect of the proposed distribution of S106 payments, or indeed the complete lack of 
discussion regarding CIL payments. All three proposed sites are located in immediate proximity of Milton Keynes. As a 
result, residents will primarily use MK's public services, in particular for healthcare, policing, ambulance, fire services, 
education etc. This was even acknowledged in the proposed modification MM076. Yet, the AVDC Local Plan fails to 
address or mitigate the respective strain on MK's infrastructure. In fact, there is a fundamental mismatch between the 
two local authorities' treatment of developer's contributions: Whilst MKC operates a tariff system under the CIL regime 
(with a guaranteed amount paid per dwelling), AVDC have not yet started preparing for the adoption of CIL; this is only 
expected to commence after the Local Plan is adopted. Instead, AVDC rely on the S106 method which is open to 
developer debate and challenge, therefore potentially delaying the Local Plan's delivery.
And yet, this discrepancy was not remedied by way of 'proper joint working'. I therefore ask the Inspector to re-open the 
hearing to allow for full discussion of the above points.

3. AVDC uses the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as main evidence for its decision to favour Shenley Park over suitable 
alternatives at Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. However, it appears that the SA fails to adequately discuss and appraise 
some important aspects of Shenley Park in terms of landscape, traffic & highways and biodiversity, therefore casting 
serious doubt on the completeness and effectiveness of the document. Importantly, the document completely omits the 
importance of the North Bucks Way (Bridleway). This is not justified. Without duly considering the importance of this 
ancient landscape boundary, natural habitat and wildlife corridor, the report's soundness is seriously jeopardised, in 
particular its reasoning and conclusions regarding the sites' landscape and biodiversity aspects. I therefore urge the 
Inspector to re-open the hearing to be able to adequately discuss and assess the impact of interrupting the North 
Bucks Way by the proposed grid road extensions.

Change to Plan Modifications MM07, MM071, MM075 & MM076 need to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP 
occurs. Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement 
for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury 
Vale - thereby helping that towns' sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object to MM070, MM071, MM075 and MM076 (in respect of 'Shenley Park') given that:-
1) The modifications were made without due consultation of the affected parties, thereby preventing a proper 
comparison testing of the three potential sites (Eaton Leys, Salden Chase & Shenley Park).
2) AVDC failed to comply with its 'Duty to Cooperate' with the adjoining local authority MKC in terms of i) local planning 
aims, and ii) developer's contributions.
3) The Sustainability Appraisal appears to be incomplete, jeopardising the report's soundness and validity of its 
conclusions.

Respondent: Miss Marlen Lawrenz [32878] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: SP (Shenley Park, Whaddon) was not included in NOV.17 proposed VALP so whaddon P.C and residents have been 
denied the opportunity to examine AVDC's decision to promote S.P in preference to the alternative two sites during the 
public hearing in July 2018. This breaches paras.155,158 and 182 of NPPF. Due to this late inclusion of S.P. The 
Inspector is called to reopen a further hearing to examine this council, unfair and unjust omission so that the three 
competing sites can be comparison tested-The acceptance of S.P without proper scrutiny would render the plan 
unsound and potentially unlawful and potentially.

I find the late inclusion of Shenley Park in VALP, the pre-Christmas timing and the
complexity of the so-called "public consultation" indefensible. I fully support
Whaddon Parish Council's detailed (and expert) objection to this contentious, illconsidered
proposal. Living on Whaddon High Street, as I do, with a bedroom wall
no more than a metre from ever-increasing traffic, and narrow, dangerouslyinclined,
damaged sidewalks, I am appalled at the potential for more accidents, noise
and pollution even if new arrangements were made to access the A421 which is
often already so congested. I would like to know whether any of the proponents of
this scheme have any experience or knowledge of "life on the ground" in a supposed
"Conservation Area" or whether, as I suspect, superficial expediency is the order of
the day. Without any way of knowing or understanding the general layout, highway
distribution, landscaping (green gap between the SP site and Whaddon), it is totally
unreasonable to expect residents to make informed comment. Why was this crucial
information not prepared? Did lack of time, knowledge and understanding play a
part in the process, when AVDC 'lost' so many other dwellings from previouslyallocated
sites? Major infrastructure decisions and further traffic investigations
must be undertaken and resolved BEFORE the site is allocated in the Local Plan, and
MUST NOT be allowed to wait until the later Supplemental and Detailed planning
stages.
I understand MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October, and members
across all parties agreed that a failure of co-operation has occurred, and that
community engagement has been minimal. Non-compliance with such an important
issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan with meaningful policies, is
out of order. MKC could, and should, have helped select the best and most
sustainable site if it must abut its boundary. This lack of engagement renders this
part of the plan 'unsound' ...... hence further reason to re-open the hearing sessions
to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully with
MKC - and indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and residents. It is very clear that the MK members have grave 
reservations as to how sites adjoining MK boundaries will
actually work in practice. The sites will essentially be part of MK and new residents
will almost certainly avail themselves of MK services - healthcare, waste sites,
education, police, ambulance, road repairs etc. So, who will pay for the extra
pressure on these vital services?
Common sense dictates that obvious infill sites should be chosen before despoiling
virgin countryside. But, even so, the Shenley Park site cannot offer the
opportunities available at the Eaton Leys and Salden Chase sites. The inherent
constraints, not least the unknown traffic implications, and landscape and
biodiversity concerns, suggest that in fact it is the least favourable of the three sites
when closely examined, especially as the Shenley Park site would mean crossing the
North Bucks Way- a strong and defensible landscape barrier and wildlife corridor.
Eaton Leys is a totally obvious and logical 'infill site' that would sensibly 'round off'
the eastern side of MK. The total site lies within, and is fully contained by, the A4146
Fenny Stratford bypass, meaning that there will be no encroachment into open
countryside beyond. The A4146 will then clearly define a long lasting and permanent
edge to the east of Milton Keynes

Change to Plan MM076 should be removed before adoption of VALP. Eaton leys(Bletchley) or Salden Chase(Newton L'ville) would be 
sustainable alternative but alternative sites can be identified closer to large towns in A.V., helping those towns' long-
term economy sustainability rather than Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The Late addition of Shenley Park to VALP has denied residents the opportunity to represent the devastating impact on 
the environment, traffic, road safety in a small village, already subsumed by its proximity to MK. I understand that 
AVDC have also not fulfilled their duty to cooperate with MKC.

Respondent: Scott Travel Ltd (Ruth Scott) [29875] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Comments to the VALP Main Modification
I am writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require further review.
I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-opened for the following reasons. 
Transport requirements for the new proposed Shenley Park, Whaddon have in my mind are inadequate and not 
correctly assessed. We already experience long traffic jams at peak times on the A421 with traffic backing up to the far 
Bletchley roundabout. This is before this and the further two large developments of Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead 
agreed by Milton Keynes Council (MKC) are completed.
The traffic analysis that has been completed should have been completed before consideration of the proposal and not 
as an afterthought. The analysis has already been brought into question and further and more detailed examination will 
I'm sure show the data is flawed. (MM007, 010, 076) 
At MKC's full council meeting on Salden Chase, the committee raised concerns for the affect that this proposal would 
have on the areas towns and villages in respect to transport congestion and the local hospital, social and education 
services, so rejected this proposal. Shenley Park is a mirror image and would also have the same effect.
The issue of coalescence has similarly not been properly considered, and there is a very obvious lack of protection for 
the villages around Milton Keynes, Newton Longville has become an unofficial by-pass for and could in time cease to 
be a village. This trend appears to have been driven by developers or political reasons, rather than any other 
consideration for those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale.  Northern villages must be offered the same protection 
from coalescence as the south.  (MM013, 014, 031) AVDC seems to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes 
makes a development sustainable. 
The burden for this and any proposed development next to MK will place an unfair strain on services rather than 
Aylesbury Vale and actually achieves diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life. This cannot be seen as 
progress.  (MM070, 076) The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses.  This conceals the 
fact that the site promoters are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site, this will further diminish sustainability.
 Further evidence of the lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC 
policy to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan: MK for such a proposed development.  Further, the 
motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and "Shenley Park" at 
Whaddon also raise serious questions over AVDC's real appetite, or otherwise, to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.'  
(MM072 to 076) For all the above reasons I re state my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton 
Longville and ask that the PE be reopened. 

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:   (Officer's Summary)
The burden for this and any proposed development next to MK will place an unfair strain on services rather than 
Aylesbury Vale and actually achieves diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life. This cannot be seen as 
progress.  (MM070, 076) The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses.  This conceals the 
fact that the site promoters are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site, this will further diminish sustainability.

Respondent: Mr Ian Whipp [28762] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3238 - 28848 - MM076 - None

3238 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:  As Chair of Bletchley Park Area Residents Association (BPARA), I am writing to register our objections to the VALP 
Main Modifications which require further review. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to the appropriate modifications, 
and we believe the Public Examination should be re-opened for the reasons stated below.

As set out in previous communications going back as far as BPARA's objections to the original Salden Chase proposed 
development 10 years or so ago, AVDC are guilty of "piggy-backing off" the services provided by MKDC council 
taxpayers who live in the MK area bordering Aylesbury Vale. By supporting proposed developments such as those at 
Salden Chase and Shenley Park, Whaddon, AVDC benefits from planning gain and future council tax income, at the 
expense of MK. The expansion would create diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life - (MM070, 076). 10 
years ago, BPARA advocated "I before E" - Investment before Infrastructure, a term which is now used by others but is 
even more relevant today, as indicated below:

Transport
* The requirements for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered. 
* Current long traffic jams at rush-hour on the A421 are proof that the roads on the west of MK are already at capacity, 
even before any new developments at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been built
* Traffic jams will worsen - traffic analysis must be done as a priority now, not as an afterthought. (MM007, 010, 076).
 
Health Service Provision
* The additional demands on health and emergency services from new developments, plus the disposal of waste have 
not been properly considered. (MM007, 010,076).
 
With regard to protection of villages, we agree with others who state there is an obvious double standard being applied 
between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton Keynes. All 
villages must be offered the same protection. (MM013, 014, 031).

The Shenley Park development refers to "at least 1,150" houses, whereas developers are pushing for 1,800 houses on 
the site - this will further diminish sustainability. No provision has been made for a secondary school in compliance with 
BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. (MM076).

From submissions due to be made by MK Council to AVDC, there appears to be no active and real co-operation by 
AVDC with MKC - AVDC policy fails to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such proposed 
development. In addition, from motions passed by Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and Shenley 
Park, Whaddon, it is questionable that AVDC has any intention to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' (MM072 to 076).
 
For all the above reasons, and also due to uncertainty following legal objections against the 2,000 properties planned 
for Salden Chase, we wish to register BPARA's objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton 
Longville and ask that the Public Examination be reopened.

Change to Plan Not specified

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The Shenley Park development refers to "at least 1,150" houses, whereas developers are pushing for 1,800 houses on 
the site - this will further diminish sustainability. No provision has been made for a secondary school in compliance with 
BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. (MM076).

Respondent: Bletchley Park Area Residents Association (Angela 

Ravn-Aagaard) [28848]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The proposal for a new development of 1150 homes at Shenley Park has never been  put at Whaddon's Parish Council 
or, indeed, to its residents and it was not included in the Nov.2017 Proposed Submission Plan. Clearly this omission 
has meant there has been critically at fault-Unfair and unjust spring to mind as the least damming words I would use. 
It would appear that AVDC has also been at fault by a lack of discussion with MKC. This was made abundantly clear at 
a recent meeting which included some MKC Councillors. AVDC has a duty to co-operate when considering significant 
cross boundary housing allocations such as Shenley Park.

For these two reasons the hearings must at least be re-opened. 
At those hearing the most critical aspect that needs to be addressed(and has not been) is the local road system. 
Already the ability of Whaddon's residents to use local roads congested and consequently 50% more traffic comes 
through the village than 5 years ago. A full explanation of AVDC's highway plans is imperative particularly, as seems 
likely, the Oxford/Cambridge expressway is not to go  ahead. But there are other important issues to be addressed and 
resolved. Amongst these
-The effective use by Shenley Park residents of Milton Keynes' service and of any consequent boundary changes.
-The effect of a development 5 times the size of Whaddon on its village amenities
-Schooling and public transport
-Maintenance of infrastructure and in particular of the proposed parkland
Of the 3 plans, Eaton Leys must surely be the front runner. It very clearly has the least impact on the highway network 
and, environmentally, it is within the bounds of Bletchley and its A4146 bypass. It will have easy access into Bletchley 
and its rail links and into Milton Keynes. With 600 homes to be built on the adjoining site by MKC, the minimal impact 
Eaton Leys opportunity exists and it does not make any sense to start a new rural development at Shenley Park.

Change to Plan MM076 has too many faults so it requires root and branch modification if it is to be adopted.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The Shenley Park proposal has not been discussed with Whaddon PC or residents so local site comparative 
assessment has been critically at fault.
* No meaningful discussion has occurred with MKC when such discussion is imperative.
* These omissions mean that hearings should be re-opened.
* The local road system must be fully addressed before Shenley Park is agreed. Other issues need resolution.
* Eaton Leys provides a minimal impact opportunity to provide AVDC's homes.

Respondent: MR      David  Spencer [32675] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The proposal for 1150 new homes so close to the edge of this small village does not appear to have been properly 
discussed with the Parish Council or the residents. I feel that the proposal was just made, without proper discussion 
locally, in order to tick a numbers box for AVDC. It is very important for further hearing to take place in order to address 
local concerns. Personally, my chief concern is the announce of traffic that is likely to jam up the village centre as 
residents of the new housing will use the village as a quick way round Milton Keyness roads towards 
Northampton/A5/M1 north.  There is already far too much rat running through the village at rush hour. Also, why should 
we lose the use of a road that takes village residents quickly and peacefully to the nearest shopping at Westcroft. If 
closed to traffic this means more queuing at the roundabout to get on to the A421 and more traffic  cluttering up this 
totally over busy road. The impact on traffic must be addressed. I feel that a much more satisfactory site would be 
Eaton Leys work has already and would be much better served by local travel availability.

Change to Plan There are too many unsatisfactory aspects of this proposal and the whole thing needs further
discussion.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: There has been insufficient local information and discussion.
There must be further hearings.
Added traffic through the village is a huge concern.
Extra traffic onto the A 421 must be a concern also.
The closing of Shenley Road through to Westcroft will have a detrimental effect on Whaddon
residents. Eaton Leys would provide a much more sensible location for this huge number of houses.

Respondent: Mrs Janet Spencer [32676] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: •IMPACT of a flawed planning proposal by AVDC:
● Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission' version of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), so Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) and residents have been completely denied the 
opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to choose SP over the other two competing sites 
during the public hearing sessions held by the Inspector in July 2018. The alternative sites are Eaton Leys (EL) and 
Salden Chase (SC).  This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182 and especially 155.
● Due to the very late introduction of Shenley Park, the Inspector must be strongly encouraged to reopen a further 
hearing session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial omission can be rectified. It is 
completely UNFAIR and UNJUST not to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing' between the three competing 
sites.  
● To simply accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification will render the 
final plan unsound and possibly unlawful. 
●Whaddon residents MUST be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the mpact such a large development will 
have on their environment, lives & health, road safety, and general well-being. Despite the site being mentioned at a 
much earlier stage (but then deleted) this consultation is TOO LITTLE, TOO LATE. (and far too complex given the 
amount of information on the AVDC website).   
    
ATTACHED PAGE 1

● Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' - when considering significant, strategic 
cross-boundary housing allocations.  Such a 'duty' cannot be rectified during a public consultation period, so failure to 
do so at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. This is contrary to PPG 
paragraph 3-008 (2014 version)
● AVDC have paid 'lip-service' to this advice, by indicating to MKC what they were doing, but they have not addressed 
this key strategic housing allocation (a minimum of 1150 new homes) through 'effective discussion' or 'proper joint 
working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate' at an early stage especially as MKC are the major 
town and Lead Authority which adjoins the three neighboring and competing sites.
● MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October, and members across all parties agreed that a failure of co-
operation has occurred, and that community engagement has been minimal. 
● Non-compliance with such an important issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan with meaningful 
policies, is very concerning.  MKC could and should have helped select the best and most sustainable site. This lack of 
engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' hence further reason to re-open the hearing sessions to ascertain 
exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC - and indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and 
residents.

IMPACT of new houses on building infrastructure:

● It seems to me that AVDC are just "bolting on" their housing requirement to the nearest biggest town irrespective of 
the concerns of MK Council. 
● Milton Keynes has already endured continuous building developments for 50 years with no real thought about a 
supporting infrastructure. A further influx of 1150 houses with no schools, local centres (shops) and healthcare 
facilities - Doctors and Dentists will mean that the new residents will then be impacting an already stretched Milton 
Keynes infrastructure. 
● For example, the nearest doctor's surgery in Westcroft already has two to three weeks waiting times for appointments 
to see health practitioners; adding another 1150 households to this already stretched medical centre will result in 
overflow to other facilities which are just as stretched. 
● The nearest first school to this proposed development is Whaddon CoE First school; and whilst the school has aims 
to expand intake it will not be able to accommodate the influx of the children of 1150 households - where do these 
children go? 

IMPACT of new houses on transport and road usage:

● Bucks CC have said "The advantage of the SP development is that it has the potential to provide a new grid road 
which would address rat-running through Whaddon".  When asked to explain "how?" AVDC had no plans or answers, 
only to say that this will be resolved following further traffic investigations at the detailed planning stage!  
● This is of high concern as the current traffic levels going through Whaddon have increased significantly in the past 3 
years since I have lived here. The village is used as a cut through from the A421 to the North West Milton Keynes; with 
added housing this will only lead to higher volumes of traffic causing even more congestion. There are two significantly 
sharp corners within the village boundaries that are already dangerous and extra traffic will only increase this danger. 
Therefore I have a real concern for road safety and people crossing the road. 
● Answers must be provided now before such a major site is confirmed in a Local Plan, as the impact could have 
devastating consequences for Whaddon village, particularly on road safety and the immediate environment due to ever 
worsening and increasing 'rat-running' through its two Conservation Areas, and past a school and playgroup. 
● Through-traffic numbers and higher levels of HGV's have worsened year on year since MK began and despite a 
traffic calming scheme costing approx. £110,000, being installed some six years ago. Since the MVAS flashing speed 
signs were installed average weekday traffic levels (in both directions) have increased from about 2024 vehicles 

Respondent: Mr Philip Hosker [32891] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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(December 2014 MVAS traffic data) to approximately 3098 (November 2019 data) ... or just over a 50% increase in just 
5 years. 
Just imagine what impact a further minimum 3,000 new homes (say 4-5000 cars) at Shenley Park - 
(at least 1150 houses) and Salden Chase, Newton Longville (circa 1855 houses) will have?
●MKC on 7th November refused planning consent for the 'access' into Salden Chase off the A421, due to 'insufficient 
evidence to mitigate traffic'.  This was despite knowing that AVDC have granted planning (in principle) for the 1855 
houses, school etc. What does this say about 'cross boundary discussion?'  The developers must now appeal that 

ATTACHED PAGE 2

decision, which could take 6 months or more - with no certainty of success. Where does this leave VALP, if almost 
1900 houses are suddenly lost?
● These are all hugely important questions as over the past 30 plus years of 'year on year' increases of traffic through 
two conservation areas, and past the village primary school and play group. WPC believe these are critical questions 
that should have been addressed by both AVDC and MKC at an earlier stage - but they have not. This makes the plan 
very 'unsound' especially as the two authorities use different traffic modelling techniques - neither of which look at the 
impact of major growth on the surrounding rural road network.
      

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs, Eaton Leys, Bletchley or 
Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, 
alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that 
town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I am responding to the almost unlawful way that AVDC have proposed bolting-on 1150 houses (the estate of Shenley 
Park) to Milton Keynes, governed by MK Council. 

This development will stretch even further the road transport system (Whaddon is a cut-through from A412); education 
requirements (limited numbers of schools in the area); healthcare requirements (limited doctor's surgeries) and the 
area has limited local shops. 1150 houses would increase the population by at least 4000 people whose needs will 
have NO increased infrastructure supporting them therefore a further 1150 houses will be a burden on this part of 
Milton Keynes.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to appropriate 
modifications.

I think the public examination (PE) should be reopened.

The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first. (MM007,010,076)

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot 
cope.(MM007,010,076)

I chose to live in a village, not be part of a huge housing estate but further expansion would swallow us. Villages to the 
north deserve the same protection as those to the south of Aylesbury Vale. (MM13,014,031)

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress (MM070,076)

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 
(MM076)

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' (MM072 to076)

In respect of Newton Longville I ask for the PE to be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Jill Mead 

Newton Longville resident.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The A421 cannot cope now with every day traffic so more homes at Shenley Park, Salden Chase together with 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead would be unbearable. Infrastructure has to be in place first.

Our health service is at full stretch now so any extra development would bring it to its knees. Our hospitals cannot cope.

Further development would mean a reduced quality of life, this isn't progress.

There is no provision for a Secondary School at the Shelley Park development therefore not in line with BCC policy. 

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate' 

AVDC and MKC need to work together with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK. They need to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate'

Respondent: Jill Mead [30960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I am objecting for the following reasons:

further development will only make this situation worse.

surrounding villages. The investment in infrastructure (before further development can be started) should include 
improved provision for the local hospital, GP surgery and dentists.

protection as those surrounding Aylesbury.

issues with development adjacent to Milton Keynes. Many people in this area commute by train and the services for 
Bletchley and Milton Keynes are struggling to cope. Parking in the city is an issue. Education requirements for a 
growing population also need to be taken into account (noting that Buckinghamshire County Council policy/the 
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum requires that provision is made for a secondary school but that doesn't appear to 
have been allowed for in the plan).

site are lobbying for 1,800 houses. This will further impact negatively on sustainability.

proposed developments on the MK border (Salden Chase and Shenley Park)? Press coverage for Milton Keynes 
suggests not. Should AVDC not be complying with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK?

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii, iv

Summary: The proposed modifications have implications which are detrimental to AVDC residents living in the
north of the district and in Milton Keynes. The issues are around protection of community identity and
sustainability, including transport, health service provision and education. There also appears to
have been inadequate collaboration with Milton Keynes Council.

Respondent: Mr Michael Chapman [31216] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attached submission.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Unsound and Possibly Illegal Process in the Choice of the Housing Development Site for 1,150 Dwellings 'In Close 
Proximity' to Milton Keynes. This matter must be revisited and I suggest this process starts with EiP Hearings in order 
that a sound process for the determination of a fully validated chosen site is agreed. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Roy Van de Poll [28973] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

van de Poll, Roy.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,
I am writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require further review. The letters 'MM' and 
numbers refer to the appropriate modifications.
I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-opened for the following reasons:

1. Transport needs for Shenley Park.
The western side of Milton Keynes has shown a very high traffic growth and has
reached the point where long traffic jams at rush-hour on inter alia the A421 are
common place. This will be made worse with the new builds at Tattenhoe Park and
Kingsmead. The traffic jams are only going to get longer. This is something that
AVDC are in complete denial judging by their endorsement of the Salden Chase
traffic analysis which has formed part of the recent high level modelling used to
justify the choice of Shenley Park. This duplicity included using different hidden sets
of traffic data that artificially reduce the traffic impact and configuring the models to
give a more favourable result. It is believed that this incorrect data was then
incorporated into the model used to evaluate and justify Shenley Park.
The modelling document stresses that it is high level only and requires further low
level work to confirm/understand the impact. This has not been done yet Shenley
Park has been selected with no real understanding of what the overall impact will be
in the area. Those that have analysed the traffic in this area - such as myself -
know that the traffic impact will be severe resulting in a potential gridlock. This will
require substantial infrastructure investment which appears to low on AVDC's
agenda. It appears to be applying the policy of get the houses built and let MK sort
out the resulting mess. The appropriate policy of infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course of action 
yet has been ignored by AVDC and simply left to MK to pick up the financial burden while AVDC pockets the income. 
Unfortunately, it seems not to be a consideration in this case and that must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076)

2. The question of the necessary and significant uplift for Health Service provision, the extra strain on emergency 
services caused by new developments and the disposal of waste have not been properly considered. (MM007, 010,076)

3. Coalescence has similarly not been properly considered, and there is a very
obvious double standard being applied between the protection of villages around
Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton Keynes. This
protectionism appears to have been driven by politics rather than any other
consideration and is manifestly unfair to those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale.
A further example is the bypass planned for Whaddon to prevent Shenley Park
traffic rat running through the village. No such provision was made for Newton
Longville in the Salden Chase proposal and it is clear that significant traffic from any
further development will go through the village as it is the unofficial SWMK bypass.
All northern villages must be offered the same protection from coalescence as the
south. (MM013, 014, 031)

4. AVDC seems to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes makes a
development sustainable. Every developer extols the benefits and maintains that
makes everything ideal. That is not the case for the above reasons. There have
already been public outcries insisting that AVDC residents should use Aylesbury for
their medical services which is some 15-20 miles away. This is due to the lack of
resources in MK. With all of the planned AVDC expansion, all the burden will be
placed on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale and thus expansion actually achieves
diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life. It will be up to MK to make up
for the additional stresses that AVDC have caused. This cannot be seen as
progress. (MM070, 076)

5. The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. This
conceals the fact that the site promoters are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site.
This is similar to the Salden Chase proposals where a larger development is split
into smaller ones so that excessive unsustainable development can be achieved at
the expense of residents. This will further diminish sustainability and furthermore no
provision has been made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as
is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. Note that if current AVDC
development progress is followed that the school will be one of the last items to be
built and that pupils will either need to be bussed elsewhere in AVDC or place
additional burdens on MK's education resources. (MM076)

6. Further evidence of the lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC 
policy to comply with the adopted policies in the
adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. Further, the motions passed by

Respondent: Mr Steve Heath [29060] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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the full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and
"Shenley Park" at Whaddon also raise serious questions over AVDC's real appetite,
or otherwise, to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' It is clear that all AVDC is
interested in is development without the responsibility. It was happy to go along with
the Salden Chase transport statement misrepresentation as it benefited them
financially yet has now started to accept that the transport statement was wrong
both in its conclusions and methodology. As stated previously, it is believed that this
erroneous data was used in the high level model, despite them knowing it was
incorrect for over two years. (MM072 to 076)

For all the above reasons I reconfirm my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in
respect of Newton Longville and ask that the PE be reopened.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Shenley Park allocation: The appropriate policy of infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course of action 
yet has been ignored by AVDC. The question of the necessary and significant uplift for Health Service provision, the
extra strain on emergency services caused by new developments and the disposal of waste have not been properly 
considered. Coalescence has not been properly considered. Site not sustainable. The expansion policy for Shenley 
Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. This conceals the fact that the site promoters are pushing for 1,800 houses on 
the site. No evidence of cooperation between AVDC and MKC.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP objection.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I am writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require further review. The letters 'MM' and 
numbers refer to the appropriate modifications. I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-opened for the 
following reasons.

Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered. The long traffic jams at rush-hour on 
inter alia the A421 prove the roads on the west of MK are already at capacity, and this is before the new builds at 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been built. You must understand these traffic jams are only going to get longer. 
Traffic analysis must be done first, not as an afterthought. Infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course 
of action. Unfortunately, it seems not be a consideration in this case and that must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076)

The question of the necessary and significant uplift for Health Service provision, the extra strain on emergency services 
caused by new developments and the disposal of waste do not seem to have been properly considered. (MM007, 
010,076) Coalescence has similarly not been correctly considered, and there is a very obvious double standard being 
applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton 
Keynes. This protectionism appears to have been driven by politics rather than any other consideration and is 
manifestly unfair to those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale. Northern villages must be offered the same protection 
from coalescence as the south. (MM013, 014, 031)

AVDC seems to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes makes a development sustainable. That is not the case 
for the above reasons. All the burden will be placed on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale and thus expansion actually 
achieves diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life for those in the north. This cannot be seen as progress. 
(MM070, 076)

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. This conceals the fact that the site promoters 
are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site. This will further diminish sustainability and furthermore no provision has been 
made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Addendum. (MM076)

Further evidence of the lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC 
policy to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. Further, the 
motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and "Shenley Park" at 
Whaddon also raise serious questions over AVDC's real appetite, or otherwise, to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' 
(MM072 to 076)

For all the above reasons I reconfirm my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton Longville and 
ask that the PE be reopened.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered.

Health Service provision, the extra strain on emergency services caused by new developments and the disposal of 
waste do not seem to have been properly considered.

All the burden will be placed on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale and thus expansion actually achieves diminished 
sustainability and a reduced quality of life for those in the north.

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. This conceals the fact that the site promoters 
are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site.

No provision has been made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy.

The lack of co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC policy to comply with the adopted 
policies in Plan:MK.

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Goodman [32901] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

I would like to make my objections known and registered in respect to VALP Main Modifications, these need further 
review. Letters 'MM' and nos. refer to appropriate modifications.

It is my belief that the public examination should be reopened for the following reasons.

Volume of traffic caused by Shenley Park, Whaddon !! At rush hour the A421 is already very congested with long 
queues and this is before the new houses at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been built. The traffic jams will get 
worse. The roads west of MK simply cannot cope now, traffic analysis should be a priority BEFORE not after allocating 
more housing. This has not been the case. (MM007, 010,076)

Healthcare, waste disposal and emergency services are going to be stretched to breaking point but again this does not 
appear to have been taken into consideration. (MM007,010, 076)

Has anyone thought about infrastructure before expansion??

Why have the villages around MK not been given the same level of protection from coalescence as those around 
Aylesbury? There are definitely double standards in force here and it is unacceptable. (MM013, 014, 031)

It appears that AVDC assumes that that being close to MK makes a development sustainable.
This is WRONG - see reasons above. MK will have to shoulder the burden rather than Aylesbury Vale actually reducing 
sustainability and quality of life due to ill conceived expansion. This is not Progress. (MM070, 076)

With reference to numbers of houses at Shenley Park, the expansion policy refers to 'at least 1,150 houses'. Why the 
dishonesty when it is known the site promoters are angling for 1,800 properties?? No provision has been made for a 
secondary school in compliance with BBC policy, and these additional 'secret houses' will further lessen sustainability, 
add to traffic chaos and adversely affect quality of life for people living in the area. (MM076)

Evidence of the absence of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the failure of AVDC policy 
to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. Additionally the motions 
passed by the full council of MK Council regarding both Salden Chase and Shenley Park makes one question whether 
AVDC has any intention of complying with the 'Duty to Cooperate'. (MM072 to 076)

I again therefore impress on you for the above reasons my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of 
Newton Longville and request that the public examination be reopened.

Yours sincerely,

Robyn Johnston

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: At rush hour the A421 is already very congested and this is before the new houses at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead 
have been built. The traffic jams will get worse with more housing allocated.
Healthcare, waste disposal and emergency services are going to be stretched to breaking point.
Why have the villages around MK not been given the same level of protection from coalescence as those around 
Aylesbury.
It appears that AVDC assumes that that being close to MK makes a development sustainable. This is WRONG.
The site promoters are angling for 1,800 , 1,150 is dishonest
No provision has been made for a secondary school 
Evidence of the absence of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC. (Officer summary)

Respondent: Robyn Johnston [32902] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I am writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require further review. The letters 'MM' and 
numbers refer to the appropriate modifications. I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-opened for the 
following reasons.

Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered. The long traffic jams at rush-hour on 
inter alia the A421 prove the roads on the west of MK are already at capacity, and this is before the new builds at 
Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been built. You must understand these traffic jams are only going to get longer. 
Traffic analysis must be done first, not as an afterthought. Infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course 
of action. Unfortunately, it seems not be a consideration in this case and that must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076)

The question of the necessary and significant uplift for Health Service provision, the extra strain on emergency services 
caused by new developments and the disposal of waste do not seem to have been properly considered. (MM007, 
010,076) Coalescence has similarly not been correctly considered, and there is a very obvious double standard being 
applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton 
Keynes. This protectionism appears to have been driven by politics rather than any other consideration and is 
manifestly unfair to those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale. Northern villages must be offered the same protection 
from coalescence as the south. (MM013, 014, 031)

AVDC seems to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes makes a development sustainable. That is not the case 
for the above reasons. All the burden will be placed on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale and thus expansion actually 
achieves diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life for those in the north. This cannot be seen as progress. 
(MM070, 076)

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. This conceals the fact that the site promoters 
are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site. This will further diminish sustainability and furthermore no provision has been 
made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Addendum. (MM076)

Further evidence of the lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC 
policy to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. Further, the 
motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and "Shenley Park" at 
Whaddon also raise serious questions over AVDC's real appetite, or otherwise, to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' 
(MM072 to 076)

For all the above reasons I reconfirm my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton Longville and 
ask that the PE be reopened. 

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered.

Health Service provision, the extra strain on emergency services caused by new developments and the disposal of 
waste do not seem to have been properly considered.

All the burden will be placed on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale and thus expansion actually achieves diminished 
sustainability and a reduced quality of life for those in the north.

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. This conceals the fact that the site promoters 
are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site.

No provision has been made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy.

The lack of co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC policy to comply with the adopted 
policies in Plan:MK.

Respondent: Ken Goodman M.B.E. [28451] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I am writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require further review.

The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to the appropriate modifications. I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-
opened for the reasons set out below. 

Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered. The roads on the west of MK are 
already very busy and there are regular jams at rush-hour on the A421. Increased building is likely to worsen this 
problem. Traffic analysis must be done as a priority before decisions are made. (MM007, 010, 076) 

Health Service provision and the increased strain on emergency services caused by new developments, have also not 
been properly considered.  (MM007, 010,076) 

Coalescence has similarly not been properly considered, and there is a very obvious double standard being applied 
between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton Keynes.  This 
protectionism appears to have been driven by politics rather than any other consideration and is manifestly unfair to 
those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale.  Northern villages must be offered the same protection from coalescence as 
the south.  (MM013, 014, 031) 

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses.  This conceals the fact that the site promoters 
are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site. This will further diminish sustainability and furthermore no provision has been 
made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Addendum.  (MM076).

Further evidence of the lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC 
policy to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development.  Further, the 
motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and "Shenley Park" at 
Whaddon also raise serious questions over AVDC's real appetite, or otherwise, to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.'  
(MM072 to 076) 

For all the above reasons I reconfirm my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton Longville and 
ask that the PE be reopened.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered. 

Health Service provision and the increased strain on emergency services caused by new developments, have also not 
been properly considered. 

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses.  This conceals the fact that the site promoters 
are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site.

No provision has been made for a secondary school.

The lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC policy to comply with 
the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK.

Respondent: David Massey [32904] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,
I would like to make my objections known and registered in respect to VALP Main Modifications, these need further 
review. Letters 'MM' and nos. refer to appropriate modifications.
It is my belief that the public examination should be reopened for the following reasons.

Volume of traffic caused by Shenley Park, Whaddon !! At rush hour the A421 is already very congested with long 
queues and this is before the new houses at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been built. The traffic jams will get 
worse. The roads west of MK simply cannot cope now, traffic analysis should be a priority BEFORE not after allocating 
more housing. This has not been the case. (MM007, 010,076)

Healthcare, waste disposal and emergency services are going to be stretched to breaking point but again this does not 
appear to have been taken into consideration. (MM007,010, 076)

I would feel more comfortable if infrastructure was placed prior to development.
The Roads in our village and about are overloaded I hate to think hoe our village roads will cope with the additional 2-3 
thousand vehicles - I appreciate 
AVDC feel the majority of traffic will use the 421 and away from our village but I assure you the vehicles that will pass 
into our village will be vast.
We are already a shortcut to the new M1 junction going south so our roads are full and larger HGV are destroying our 
paths and road surface.
Also whilst build is scheduled the increased HGV movements will be unacceptable.

MK will have to shoulder the burden rather than Aylesbury Vale actually reducing sustainability and quality of life due to 
ill conceived expansion. 
This is not Progress. (MM070, 076)
With reference to numbers of houses at Shenley Park, the expansion policy refers to 'at least 1,150 houses'. 
Why the dishonesty when it is known the site promoters are angling for 1,800 properties?? No provision has been 
made for a secondary school in compliance with BBC policy, and these additional 'secret houses' will further lessen 
sustainability, add to traffic chaos and adversely affect quality of life for people living in the area. (MM076)

Evidence of the absence of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the failure of AVDC policy 
to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. Additionally the motions 
passed by the full council of MK Council regarding both Salden Chase and Shenley Park makes one question whether 
AVDC has any intention of complying with the 'Duty to Cooperate'. (MM072 to 076)
I again therefore impress on you for the above reasons my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of 
Newton Longville and request that the public examination be reopened.
Yours sincerely,

James Lodge

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The A421 and the roads in our village are already very congested and this is before the new houses at Tattenhoe Park 
and Kingsmead have been built. Traffic analysis needs to be done before more housing is allocated. Infrastructure 
should be placed prior to development.
Healthcare, waste disposal and emergency services are going to be stretched to breaking point.
MK will have to shoulder the burden rather than Aylesbury Vale
The site promoters are angling for 1,800 , 1,150 is dishonest
No provision has been made for a secondary school 
Evidence of the absence of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC. (Officer summary)

Respondent: Mr James Lodge [28391] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir/Madam 
I would like to register my objections to the Main Modifications of the VALP. I feel they need further review and the MM 
letters and numbers refer to the particular modification.
The public examination should be reopened for the following reasons:-
The transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon in my opinion have not been properly considered. There are very long 
traffic jams at rush hour on the A421 near the bottledump rounderbout. This proves that the roads on the west side of 
Milton Keynes are already full to capacity. Any new builds at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead will only compound this. I 
believe traffic analysis should be done first. Infrastructure should always be done first to avoid future problems. 
Unfortunately it seems not to have been a consideration and must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076)

There also seems to be a double standard being applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and a 
lack of protection for those villages around Milton Keynes. This seems to be driven by politics rather than any other 
consideration and is unfair to those of us living in the north of Aylesbury Vale. It is only fair that the villages to the north 
be offered the same protection as the south. (MM013, 014, 031)
It seems that AVDC think that being close to Milton Keynes makes a development sustainable. This is not the case for 
the above reasons. Milton Keynes rather than ADVC takes all the burden and therefore actually achieves diminished 
sustainability and quality of life. This does not seem like progress at all. (MM070, 076)
The Shenley Park expansion policy refers to at least 1,150 houses but it hides the fact that the site promoters want 
1,800 houses on this site. This can only further diminish sustainability. Neither has any provision been made for a 
secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made very clear in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. 
(MM076)
The lack of real cooperation by AVDC with Milton Keynes Council can be further seen in the absence in ADVC's policy 
to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. More evidence in the 
motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes in relation to both Salden Chase and Shenley Park at Whaddon 
also raise serious questions over ADVC's real appite to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. (MM072 to 076).
Because of the above reasons I object to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton Longville and ask that the 
Public Examination be reopened.

Yours faithfully

Mrs J Brownrigg

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon in my opinion have not been properly considered. There also seems 
to be a double standard being applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and a lack of protection for 
those villages around Milton Keynes. Site location is not sutainable. No provision for secondary school. No cooperation 
between AVDC and MKC.

Respondent: J Brownrigg [30206] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

I am a resident of Newton Longville and I am writing to you in respect of the VALP Main Modifications, which do not 
seem to have been thought through very carefully and for that reason I ask that the Public Examination should be re-
opened.

I would like to register my objections as follows ;

(MM 007 010 076 070)
Currently Milton Keynes is set to expand according to its own plans and these do not include the extra number of 
residents that  the current VALP main modifications recommend. 
 
The burden that so much building in the extreme north of AV will put upon MK hospitals and other health services, the 
emergency services, schools (there is no provision for a senior school to cater for what will likely be a young 
community), and waste disposal, is ridiculous.  Our services in this area are already at full capacity. Further 
development on this scale will reduce the quality of life for those of us already living here, and will be unacceptably low 
for a new community moving in. (And whom will presumably be expecting a good standard of living in a newly built 
area).

There also seems to be a certain amount of mealy mouthed description of the extent of expansion.  The policy for 
Shenley Park says 'at least 1,150 houses' - which is considerably different to to the 1,800 houses that the site 
promoters are talking about.  Frankly either way it is too much to be sustainable anyway.

(MM 007010 076)
Transport and traffic volume seem not to have been assessed at all.  Anyone living in this area who is obliged travel at 
rush hour will know that there are considerable tailbacks on the A421, and gridlock in other areas in the west side of 
MK.  Villages on this side of the town are becoming rat-runs, and in some instances very dangerous - where rush hour 
traffic cuts through roads with no footpaths when trying to avoid the queues.  And rushing.  Current adopted and 
approved expansion is already going to push this problem to the limit and there is no room for further volume of traffic.  
Therefore this needs some proper in depth analysis by a credible independent and reliable third party before anything is 
decided.  Which appears not to have happened yet.

(MM 072 through 076)
Coalescence with MK is another aspect which seems to have been given little thought.  It seems that AVDC do not 
wish to co-operate with MKC by complying with the policies of Plan:MK.  Nor do they seem to have the same 
consideration for residents here in the north of their own District as they do for those 'closer to home' in the south. 
Villages near Aylesbury are protected from coalescence with the town, whereas the suggested expansion close to our 
villages already in close proximity to MK are not being offered the same courtesy of protection.  Should these proposed 
VALP expansions go ahead we will be exposed to 'filling in' in a very short time as the developers close in for the kill.  

It seems that AVDC do not wish to fulfil the 'Duty to Co-operate'.  They are intending to offload the problems of 
expansion onto those of us at the extreme edge of the district, and accept none of the responsibilities.

For these reasons I am objecting strongly to the VALP Main Modifications, and wish to be on the record, that there is a 
necessity for a further and more thorough review.

Yours faithfully

Mrs Jane Franks.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Milton Keynes is set to expand according to its own plans and these do not include the VALP modifications. 
Will Burden MK hospitals, health services, emergyencey services schools, waste disposal. Excisting services are at 
capacity. 
The policy says 'at least 1,150 houses' - which is considerably different to the 1,800 houses that the site promoters talk 
about. Either is not sustainable. 
Transport and traffic volume seem not to have been assessed at all. There is congestion and gridlock and no room for 
further traffic. 
Coalescence with MK is another aspect which seems to have been given little thought.  It seems that AVDC do not 
wish to co-operate with MKC by complying with the policies of Plan:MK. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mrs Jane Franks [28408] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We are writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which in my opinion require further review.  
The letters 'MM' and numbers included in this letter refer to the appropriate modifications.
Having reviewed the information it is my belief that the public examination should be re-opened for the following 
reasons.
The transport requirements in relation to Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly considered. There are 
already long traffic jams at rush-hour on inter alia the A421 which prove the roads on the west of MK are already at 
capacity, and this is before the new builds at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been built.  We are of the opinion 
that the traffic jams are only going to get longer and that a traffic analysis must be done first, not as an afterthought. 
This village already sees a constant flow of traffic during rush hours and that infrastructure before expansion would be a 
sensible course of action. Unfortunately, it seems not be a consideration in this case and that must be addressed.  
(MM007, 010, 076).
There is also the question of the necessary and significant uplift for Health Service provision, the extra strain on 
emergency services caused by new developments and the disposal of waste have not been properly considered.  
(MM007, 010,076).
We believe that coalescence has not been properly considered, and it would appear that there is a very obvious double 
standard being applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages 
around Milton Keynes.  This protectionism seems to have been driven by politics rather than any other consideration 
and is manifestly unfair to those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale.  Northern villages must be offered the same 
protection from coalescence as the south.  (MM013, 014, 031)
AVDC appears to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes makes a development sustainable. This is certainly not 
the case for the above reasons.  Milton Keynes will have all the burden placed on them rather than Aylesbury Vale and 
therefore what expansion actually achieves is diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life. This cannot be 
seen as progress.  (MM070, 076).
The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses.  This hides the fact that the site promoters are 
pushing for 1,800 houses on the site. This will further diminish sustainability and in addition no provision has been 
made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal 
Addendum.  (MM076).  Further evidence of the lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in 
the absence in AVDC policy to comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed 
development. 
In addition, the motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and 
"Shenley Park" at Whaddon also raise serious questions over AVDC's real appetite, or otherwise, to comply with the 
'Duty to Cooperate.'  (MM072 to 076).
 For all the above reasons we reconfirm our objections to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of Newton Longville 
and ask that the Public Examination be reopened.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon in my opinion have not been properly considered. There also seems 
to be a double standard being applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and a lack of protection for 
those villages around Milton Keynes. Site location is not sutainable. No provision for secondary school. No cooperation 
between AVDC and MKC.

Respondent: Mrs & Mr Janet & C M Pickup [28398] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: 3 sites were initially under consideration. AVDC's proposed modifications registered on the website in July 2019. 
NBPPC notes that the evidence base at that time did not include those most important Assessments for Sustainability 
and Transport for any of the three sites. Should a decision only be made when all the necessary evidence is available. 
The inspector is urged to arrange a hearing sessions so this matter is properly aired in public. (officer summary)

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr 

Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29662 Culverhouse, Geoff - NBPPC.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission' version of the
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), so Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) and residents have been
completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to select SP over
the other two competing sites during the public hearing sessions held by the Inspector in July 2018. The
alternative sites are Eaton Leys (EL) and Salden Chase (SC). This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158
and 182, and especially 155.
● Because of the very late introduction of SP, the Inspector must be strongly encouraged to reopen a
further hearing session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial omission can be
rectified. It is completely UNFAIR and UNJUST not to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing'
between the three competing sites.
● Simply to accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification will
render the final plan unsound, and possibly unlawful.
● Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the impact such a large
development will have on their environment, lives & health, road safety, and general well-being etc. Despite
the site being mentioned at a much earlier stage (but then deleted) this consultation is TOO LITTLE, TOO
LATE (and far too complex, given the amount of information on the AVDC website).
● Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' - when considering
significant, strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. Such a 'duty' cannot be rectified during a public
consultation period, so failure to do so at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector to recommend a nonadoption
report. This is contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version)
● AVDC has not addressed this key strategic housing allocation (a minimum of 1150 new homes) through
'effective discussion' or 'proper joint working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate' at an
early stage ...... especially as MKC are the major town and Lead Authority, adjoining the three neighbouring and 
competing sites.
MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October 2019, and members across all parties agreed that
a failure of co-operation has occurred, and that community engagement has been minimal.
● Non-compliance with such an important issue, especially when MKC has an adopted Local Plan with
meaningful policies, is very concerning. MKC could, and should have helped select the best and most sustainable
site. This lack of engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' ...... hence further reason to re-open the
hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC - and
indeed Whaddon Parish Council, and residents.
HOUSING NUMBERS
● The originally drafted AVDC Main Modifications, first seen at the end of July, stated 'up to 1150 new
houses', but following discussion with the Inspector, the revised version states 'at least 1150 new homes'. A minor
change in writing, but with potentially devastating consequences bearing in mind that the promoted site may have
the capacity to provide up to 2000 houses...... and that is before the 'future development direction' arrows,
suggested by Crest Homes in May 2014 come into play!
TRANSPORT, TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAYS ISSUES
● Bucks CC has said "The advantage of the SP development is that it has the potential to provide a new grid
road which would address rat-running through Whaddon". When asked to explain "how?" AVDC had no plans or
answers, only to say that this will be resolved following further traffic investigations at the detailed planning stage!
Answers must be provided now before such a major site is confirmed in a Local Plan, as the impact could have
devastating consequences for Whaddon village, particularly on road safety and the immediate environment due to
ever worsening and increasing 'rat-running' through its two Conservation Areas, and past a school and playgroup.
● Through-traffic numbers and higher levels of HGVs have worsened year on year since MK began, despite
a traffic calming scheme costing approximately £110,000, being installed some six years ago. Since the MVAS
flashing speed signs were installed average weekday traffic levels (in both directions) have increased from about
2024 vehicles (December 2014 MVAS traffic data) to approximately 3098 (November 2019 data) ... or just over a
50% increase in just 5 years. Just imagine what impact a further minimum 3,000 new homes (say 4-5000 cars) at
Shenley Park (at least 1150 houses) and Salden Chase, Newton Longville (circa 1855 houses) will have?
● On 7 November 2019, MKC refused planning consent for the 'access' into Salden Chase off the A421, due
to 'insufficient evidence to mitigate traffic'. This was despite knowing that AVDC have granted planning (in
principle) for the 1855 houses, school etc. What does this say about 'cross boundary discussion?' The developers
must now appeal that decision, which could take six months or more - with no certainty of success. Where does
this leave VALP, if almost 1900 houses are suddenly lost?
● What is the future of Shenley Road, and will it be closed completely? If not, we can expect a longer and
much more tortuous journey to Morrisons through an even bigger housing estate ... and much higher levels of
traffic heading towards Stony Stratford, Wolverton and North MK. (Kiln Farm and Stacey Bushes industrial estates
etc.)?
● Alternatively, perhaps closing Shenley Road, making it 'cycles only', would mean Coddimoor Lane
becoming the only way into Whaddon from the A421? ...... but surely that would worsen by far the rat-running?
● Coddimoor Lane currently joins the A421 at a very busy roundabout. Traffic congestion into MK is a major
problem at peak travel times and during bad weather. Many accidents have occurred in this vicinity (both on the
A421 and along Coddimoor Lane) in recent years. The roundabout is already hard to access at peak times during
the day. Parents will find it increasingly difficult when delivering to, and collecting their children from the Primary
School and Playgroup.
● SP has no easy access to rail stations. Both MK and Bletchley stations would be 6km away.

Respondent: Mr Peter Lemagnen [32911] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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● These are all hugely important questions to Whaddon residents, who have endured 30-plus years of 'year
on year' increases of traffic through two conservation areas, and past the village primary school and play group.
WPC believe these are critical questions that should have been addressed by both AVDC and MKC at an earlier
stage - but they have not. This makes the plan very 'unsound' especially as the two authorities use different traffic
modelling techniques - neither of which look at the impact of major growth on the surrounding rural road network.

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs,
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a
sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be
identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that town's
sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whaddon residents have been denied the opportunity to properly debate AVDC's
decision to choose SP over the other sites. It is completely UNFAIR and UNJUST not
to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing' between the sites.
Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' when considering significant cross-boundary
housing allocations; there has been a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate' at an
early stage. Community engagement has also been minimal.

Attachments:

Legal?
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Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: With respect to the VALPED plans for North Bucks. As a resident of 
Newton Longville, I am asking that the public examination should be 
re-opened.

MM007.10,076

There seems to absolutely no provision for any extra road 
infrastructure. The main roads through Milton Keynes eg. the 421 are 
already seriously congested at rush hour. Commuters take short cuts 
through Newton Longville to the Stoke Hammond bypass and all day heavy 
goods vehicles move through unsuitable village roads, causing potholes 
and making the roads generally more dangerous for pedestrians crossing. 
The link from the Stoke Hammond bypass to the A421 seems to have been 
forgotten. Thus any future traffic from the proposed developments will 
be funnelled through the Village.

Having had the misfortune to spend some time in Milton Keynes Hospital 
this year and having personal experience of the severe overcrowding and 
pressure on the local health services, there seems to be absolutely no 
regard taken to the future health needs of any more residents in the 
area.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: There seems to absolutely no provision for any extra road 
infrastructure. The main roads through Milton Keynes eg. the 421 are 
already seriously congested at rush hour. Commuters take short cuts 
through Newton Longville to the Stoke Hammond bypass and all day heavy 
goods vehicles move through unsuitable village roads
Thus any future traffic from the proposed developments will 
be funnelled through the Village.
pressure on the local health services, there seems to be absolutely no 
regard taken to the future health needs of any more residents in the 
area.

Respondent: Mrs Justine Smith [32914] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We moved to Nash to have access to village schools for our children, with small classes so they would have more 
focused
teaching. These houses add huge risk to classroom size and greater competition for places in the school system - and 
other
local services in the area such as doctors - which carry a serious threat to our childrens' education and quality of life.
Additionally, Shenley Park Whaddon wasn't included in the Nov 2017 Proposed Submission version of the VALP so the 
local
parish council and residents have been denied any chance to debate and discuss AVDC's decision to choose this 
location over
the other options during the public hearing sessions in July 2018. This seems in breach of NPPF paragraphs 155, 158 
and 182.
As a result of the late introduction of Shenley Park to the process the locals have been treated with disrespect and in 
an entirely
unfair manner. As a result the inspector must open a further hearing session at the end of the consultation period, so 
proper
comparison testing can be done across the different site options. To accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of Shenley Park 
without
proper scrutiny and justification could render the plan unlawful. Local residents must be given the chance to inform the
Inspector of the impact such a development would have on our lives and the local environment, such as my above 
point about
my childrens' education.
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to cooperate when considering housing allocation such as 
this. This
'duty' cannot be rectified during a public consultation period and failure to do so much earlier in the process can lead the
Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. This is very much contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version). 
AVDC
seem to have paid lip service to this advice, indicating to MKC what they were doing but at no point have they 
addressed this
key strategic housing allocation through effective discussion or proper joint working, signalling a significant failure to 
meet the
definition of 'duty to cooperate' at an early stage. MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October and members 
across
all parties agreed that a failure of cooperation has occurred and that community engagement has been minimal. This is 
all very
concerning as MKC could and should have helped select the best, most sustainable site. As a result the plans should 
be
deemed 'unsound' to date and hearing sessions need to be re-opened to understand why AVDC chose not to 
cooperate with
MKC or the local community throughout the process.
The A421 is already an incredibly busy road which has frequent accidents on it and this number of houses will be 
completely
unsustainable for the area, causing a huge amount of extra traffic which will cause massive disruption and negatively 
impact to
the local area. AVDC have provided no plans or answers to solving traffic issues that have been raised to date. This 
plan is also
in conflict with the October 2019 Full Council cross-party agreement to 'ensure biodiversity and natural processes are 
at the top
of the agenda with ambitions to [make MK] the Greenest City in the World'. Crossing the important North Bucks Way 
wildlife
corridor into much valued countryside and natural habitats directly destroys such MKC ideals. The AECOM 
Sustainability
Appraisal also states 'significant development would be contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks 
Green
Infrastructure Plan objectives' and the Eaton Leys alternative location option is not in a BOA area, while Shenley Park 
is.
Overall Shenley Park does not offer the same opportunities as the alternative sites, especially Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan The Shenley Park site cannot and does not offer the opportunities available at the two alternative
sites. The inherent constraints, not least the unknown traffic implications and inexplicable landscape

Summary: The Shenley Park location will place massive strain on the local roads/area, including having an
adverse affect on local amenities (doctors, school opportunities for families/ children already in the
area). AVDC haven't engaged the local community or MKC correctly to discuss the location and many
decisions to date seem in conflict with NPPF/ PPG paragaphs (specified in box 1). AVDC conduct to
date may render the plan unlawful. Choosing Shenley Park conflicts with local biodiversity
agreements, especially as it is in a BOA area. Eaton Leys is not in a BOA area and seems a more
suitable choice.

Respondent: Mr Andrew Devlin [32915] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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and biodiversity concerns, suggests that in fact it is the least favourable of the three sites when
closely examined. As a result I don't think there are any changes that could make the modification
work for the Shenley Park site. Bucks County Council, in response to an AVDC request, have stated
"The DS4 scenario - with Shenley Park removed and 1200 dwellings at Eaton Leys has the least
impact on the Buckinghamshire highway network". Eaton Leys is a more logical choice as an infill site
that would round off the eastern side of MK. There would be no encroachment into open countryside
beyond the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass as all housing would lie within this area.
X
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Full Text: The Parish Council object to the proposal for the following reasons:
* Lack of consultation with areas of MK that will be affected. It is stated that a briefing was held for parish and town 
councils in July 2019. This parish council has no record of such an invitation
* Conclusions from the Landscape and Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment from June 19 suggests an alternative 
site (Newton Leys) has the capacity to accommodate 1,000 dwellings but this has not been reflected in the updated 
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment. This raises a question over the viability of the comparisons 
between the 3 MK edge sites (Eaton Leys, Shenley Park & extension to Salden Chase allocation)
* The development will have a negative impact on residents in Oxley Park and Kingsmead with the potential for at least 
1150 properties being built on their doorstep
* No details have been provided to show how the Shenley Park site was chosen as the more viable option, what 
evidence base has informed the decision or what weighting has been given to the matters under consideration
* Highways costs from BCC have not been included and it is significantly concerning to note that there is no reference 
to any infrastructure costs within Milton Keynes being taken into consideration or information sourced
* Highway modelling does not satisfactorily represent the impact of the development on traffic flow into and around MK. 
The traffic will impact unacceptably on the existing highways infrastructure and increase pollution around the area 
* Proposals for a link road should ensure that this is a grid road as per Policy SD15 of Plan:MK. The proposals should 
also ensure that a 'Redway' is developed providing a link for cyclists and pedestrians to the existing Redway network 
within MK
* Schools in MK within the vicinity of the development do not have capacity to accommodate out of area children. Pupil 
demand form the development should be accommodated by onsite provision, or by provision elsewhere within Bucks
* The development will fall into Aylesbury Vale CCG which has no healthcare provision in the area. It is essential that 
specific healthcare provision is provided for residents and that no additional demand be placed on the over stretched 
facilities within MK
* The naming of the development is also cause for concern. The 'Shenleys' are part of MK and to name a new 
development in this way will only add to confusion. It should be noted that within Shenley Church End there is already 
an area named Shenley Park

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:
* Lack of consultation with areas of MK that will be affected. 
* Conclusions from the Landscape and Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment  suggests an alternative site (Newton 
Leys) 
* The development will have a negative impact on residents in Oxley Park and Kingsmead 
* No details have been provided to show how the Shenley Park site was chosen as the more viable option, 
* concerning to note that there is no reference to any infrastructure costs within Milton Keynes 
* Highway modelling does not satisfactorily represent the impact of the development on traffic flow into and around 
MK.  
* Proposals for a link road should ensure that this is a grid road  The proposals should also ensure that a 'Redway' is 
developed 
* . Pupil demand form the development should be accommodated by onsite provision, or by provision elsewhere within 
Bucks
* The development will fall into Aylesbury Vale CCG which has no healthcare provision in the area. 
* The naming of the development is also cause for concern.

Respondent: Shenley Church End Parish Council (Jane  Munn) 

[32778]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: As Whaddon residents my wife and I entirely object to the proposed Shenley Park Development based on:
being denied the opportunity to debate the decision to choose Shenley park over two other sites and the lack of the 
sites inclusion in Nov 2017 proposed submission version of VALP
it is unfair and unjust not to allow comparison testing between the three competing sites. To simply accept AVDC's 
prefered choice will render the plan unsound, possibly unlawful
how much of our countryside must we chop up when other sites are more resdy and suited to development? Cutting 
through the ancient North Bucks Way will be unnecessarily spoil and harm countryside and nature
the plans are already growing from up to 1150 homes to at least 1150
Traffic through Whaddon onto the A421, via Kingsmead etc is already at braking point. AVDC apparently have no 
answer or plans for how traffic will be managed - hugely concerning
Infrastructure, education, employment and hospital capacity have been grossly under estimated or not considered. 
There is no upper school provision and AVDC's offer of £2m to MK Hospital is insulting.

Change to Plan Policy MMO76 needs to be deleted from the VALP before the adoption of the VALP occurs. Eaton Leys Bletchley or 
Salden Chase Newton Longville, should be considered as sustainable replacements for Shenley park. Ideally 
alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns iin Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that 
town's sustainability and economy, rather than that of Milton Keynes.e

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: lack of opportunity as resident to comment
availability of at least two other more appropriate sites
destruction of ancient countryside
increase of traffic
lack of sustainable infrastructure

Respondent: Mr  Peter Hosier [32920] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing to you to voice my objections to the VALP Modifications which require further review.

I believe the Public examination should be reopened for the following reasons.

Their needs to be some serious consideration to the traffic issues at rush hour around the bottledump roundabout on 
the A421. There are already significant queues at rush hour even now before extra houses at Tattenhoe Park and 
Kingsmead are built.
(MM007, 010,076)

Extra homes will always mean extra strain on our emergency services (MM007,010,076)

There seems to be a double standard being applied between the protection of villages in Aylesbury and villages around 
Milton Keynes.(MM013,014,031)

AVDC seems to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes makes a development sustainable,this is not the case 
for the reasons I have stated above.(MM070,076)

The expansion policy for Shenley Park refers to at least1150 houses however there is reason to believe that the site 
promotors are pushing for 1800 houses. this will further diminish the sustainability and furthermore no provision has 
been made for a secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the sustainability appraisal 
Addendum.(MM076)

Yours Faithfully

Mr James Brownrigg

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Their needs to be serious consideration to the traffic issues at rush hour around the bottledump roundabout on the A421
Extra homes will always mean extra strain on our emergency services
There's a double standard being applied between the protection of villages in Aylesbury and villages around Milton 
Keynes
Simply being close to MK doesn't make a development sustainable.
The policy for Shenley Park refers to at least 1150 houses. The site promoters are pushing for 1800 houses.
No provision has been made for a secondary school. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr  James Brownrigg [30507] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan MMO76 Shenley Park Whaddon (WHA001) should be deleted from the VALP on the grounds that it is fundamentally 
unsuitable and seriously flawed on landscape transport/highway and biodiversity grounds lacks clarity and detail to 
make qualified judgement and may prove undeliverable before 2033. WPC believe that the minimum 1150 dwellings 
should be allocated at Eaton Leys, one of the two alternative site appraised by AVDC

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Whaddon PC strongly object to MMo76 Shenley Park Whaddon which did not feature in the November 2019 proposed 
submission VALP. Whaddon requires the the Inspector to reopen the inquiry hearing sessions on fairness grounds 
having been denied the opportunity in July 2019. AVDC have not complied with their lehgal duty to cooperate 
obligations with MKC and Whaddon PC regarding this omission sit. Whaddon has significant concerns regarding the 
AECOM sustainability appraisal which is unsound and fails to follow government and NPPF guidance especially on 
landscape transport and bidiversity grounds. This submission explains Whaddon genuine concerns.

Respondent: Suzanne  Lindsey [32921] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Resident statement.pdf

Whaddon Parish Council 16.12.19_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Comments from: Great Brickhill Parish Council
The Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' - when considering significant, strategic 
cross-boundary housing allocations. Such a 'duty' cannot be rectified during a public consultation period, so failure to 
do so at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. This is contrary to PPG 
paragraph 3-008 (2014 version)
●  AVDC seems to have paid 'lip-service' to this advice, by indicating to Milton Keynes Council (MKC) what they were 
doing, but they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation through 'effective discussion' or 'proper joint 
working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Cooperate' at an early stage ...... especially as MKC are the major 
town and Lead Authority which adjoins the three neighbouring and competing sites, non of which have sustainable 
connectivity with Milton Keynes
● MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October, and members across all parties agreed that a failure of co-
operation has occurred, and that community engagement has been minimal.
● Non-compliance with such an important issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan with meaningful 
policies, is very concerning. MKC could, and should have helped select the best and most sustainable site. This lack of 
engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' ......hence further reason to re-open the hearing sessions to 
ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: AVDC seems to have paid 'lip-service' to this advice, by indicating to Milton Keynes Council (MKC) what they were 
doing, but they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation through 'effective discussion' or 'proper joint 
working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Cooperate' at an early stage ...... especially as MKC are the major 
town and Lead Authority which adjoins the three neighbouring and competing sites, non of which have sustainable 
connectivity with Milton Keynes
reason to re-open the hearing sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully 
with MKC

Respondent: Christopher Leech [32922] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP,so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the  opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the other two competing sites during the public learning sessions held by the inspector on July 2018. 
Because of the very late introduction of SP the inspectors must be strongly encouraged to open a further hearing 
session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this critical omission can be rectified. It is completely unfair 
and unjust not to allow detailed and proper comparison testing between the three competing sites. 
Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the inspectors of the impact such a large development will 
have on their environment, lives and health, road safety and general well-being of particular concern is the expected 
substantial increase in traffic bringing with it additional pollution and noise, within the village of Whaddon and 
surrounding country roads. The A421 id already a bottleneck and the delays and pollution will be made much worse by 
adding this many vehicles to it. Very surprisingly, the SA does not mention the SA does not mention the important 
North Bucks Wayt at all, but a new road access into SP must out across this natural boundary that currently forms a 
strong definable western edge to the existing built-up area of MK. Its importance as an old established landscaped 
barrier and existing habitat and wildlife  corridor is overlooked Cutting through this ancient corridor by one if not two, 
grid road extensions will unnecessarily harm attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside. "Virgin" land which does not 
enjoy any further outer boundary that could be described as a similar long-term and defensible boundary. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a "duty to co -operate when considering significant strategic cross-
boundary housing allocations. Such a duty cannot be rectified during a public consultation period. AVDC have paid lip-
service to this, but they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation through effective discussion or proper 
joint working, representing a significant failure of "duty to co -operate" at an early stage. Shenley Park (SP) was not 
included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP, so WhaddonPC residents have been complet4ly denied 
the opportunity to properly debate and cross-examine AVDC'S decision to choose SP over the two competing sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operate when considering significant cross-boundary 
housing allocations. AVDC have paid Lip Service, but have not addressed this through effective discussion or joint 
working. It is illegal and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city boundary into Shenley Park. Why cross a 
strong defensible bridleway boundary  and much valued open unspoilt countryside, when there are two more 
appropriate, and easier to develop, alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan It is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the MK City boundary into Shenley Park. Why crossa strong 
defensible bridleway boundary such as the heavily wooded/hedged North Bucks Way into beautiful and much valued 
open unspoilt countryside when there are two more appropriate and easier to develop alternative sites available at 
Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the 2017 proposed submission version of VALP,so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the  opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the other two competing sites. It is completely unfair and unjust not to allow detailed and proper 
comparison testing between the three competing sites. 
Government requires that adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operate when considering significant strategic cross-
boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid Lip Service, but have not addressed this through effective discussion or 
joint working.

Respondent: Mr David Froggatt [32740] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Shenley Park (sp) was not included in the 2017 pro proposal and submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the two competing sites. It's unfair and unjust not to allow detailed comparison testing between the 
three competing sites. Government requires that adjoining authorities have audit to co-operate when considering 
sufficientstrategic cross-boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid lip-services to this, but have not addressed this 
through effective decisions or joint working. It is illogical and completely unnecessary to expand the MK city boundaries 
into Shenley Park. Why cross a strong definable bridleway boundary and much valued heavily wooded/hedged north 
Bucks way into beautiful and much valued open unspoilt countryside, when there are two more appropriate, and easier 
to develop alternative sites available at Salden Chase and particularly Eaton Leys.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park (sp) was not included in the 2017 pro proposal and submission version of VALP, so Whaddon PC and 
residents have been completely denied the opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to 
choose SP over the two competing sites. It's unfair and unjust not to allow detailed comparison testing between the 
three competing sites. Government requires that adjoining authorities have audit to co-operate when considering 
sufficientstrategic cross-boundary housing allocations. AVDC have paid lip-services to this, but have not addressed this 
through effective decisions or joint working. Easier to develop alternative sites available at Salden Chase and 
particularly Eaton Leys.

Respondent: Mrs  Dorothy Froggatt [32742] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Town Council shares the concerns of Milton Keynes Council that the
conclusions drawn in the updated Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment relating to Eaton Leys are not fully justified and therefore that the
proposed allocation of Shenley Park may be unsound. (Policy D-WHA001 ).
As a parish which will be directly impacted by two of the three "MK edge" site options
in the plan, the Town Council has significant concerns both about the reliability of the
evidence on which the proposed site allocations have been determined and about
the conclusions drawn from the Viability Report published alongside the Main
Modifications consultation. The lack of a clear site selection methodology and
process for selecting further strategic allocations on the edge of Milton Keynes is
particularly worrying.
The Town Council's chief objection to the VALP has always been that it does not
fully recognise or adequately acknowledge the infrastructure implications for Milton
Keynes and specifically for the community of Bletchley and Fenny Stratford which
will arise from the MK edge developments. The transport and highways
infrastructure demand on our area is of particular concern to our community. For
example, Policy D-WHA001 indicates that the A421 may need to be dualled near the
Bottledump Roundabout and more detailed traffic modelling will be required to inform
the necessary decision making. The Town Council believes that robust and detailed
modelling should have been conducted already and that the policy should at least be
made more explicit in defining how sustainable and acceptable development can be
achieved. Another worry concerns the accuracy of modelling that the Bucks
Country Transport Model affords when calculating likely traffic effects of specific
developments. 
Our Local Planning authority is better placed to make the technical planning
arguments which support our objections to the VALP as modified. However the
Town Council hopes that you will recognise the genuine concerns of many "ordinary"
residents of our community ie that any developments on or near LPA borders should
be fully and robustly examined before growth sites are allocated because the impact
of such developments on our community will be profound

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: concerns both about the reliability of the
evidence on which the proposed site allocations have been determined and about
the conclusions drawn from the Viability Report published alongside the Main
Modifications consultation. The lack of a clear site selection methodology and
process for selecting further strategic allocations on the edge of Milton Keynes is
particularly worrying. 
chief objection to the VALP has always been that it does not
fully recognise or adequately acknowledge the infrastructure implications for Milton
Keynes and specifically for the community of Bletchley and Fenny Stratford which
will arise from the MK edge developments. The transport and highways
infrastructure demand on our area is of particular concern to our community

Respondent: Delia Shepard [32924] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 November 2019 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
We would like to thank you for taking many of our comments from previous consultations on board. 
Natural England is of the opinion that as it stands this Local Plan does not meet all of the tests of soundness. Natural 
England's primary concerns centre around Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity, as well as some of the new 
wording regarding Green Infrastructure. 
Once this is addressed we would be happy to review our advice with regards to soundness of the plan. 
We have also included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes 
concerned with wording of certain policies. 
QUESTIONS OF SOUNDNESS 
Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. In particular; 
* In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as 
well as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170. 
* In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

* In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 
*  In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 
* In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Unsound on the basis that it is ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
Green Infrastructure (p.256) and Policy I1 
In addition to the below comments on Green Infrastructure (GI), we are also supportive of the Buckinghamshire and 
Milton Keynes NEP's additional representations on reinstating support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles 2016 
document. 
Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions and practice of GI - 
including but not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, 
ANGSt guidance of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (2011) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. 
Inclusion of areas of hardstanding as 'green infrastructure' will lead to GI requirements being fulfilled without any sign of 
real green space. It will allow interpretation of the policy to lead to less green areas being provided, and therefore less 
ecosystem and natural capital services brought forward. 
Further to the above, the inclusion of transport links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is 
similarly incompatible with generally accepted definitions of GI. Natural England recognises that these routes could 
have the potential to provide GI connectivity, through such measures as tree or hedge planting along the route, but are 
not generally considered GI in their own right. 
Unsound on the basis that the modifications are unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats. 
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife. 
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 

Respondent: Natural England (Eleanor  Sweet-Escott) [32512] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1. 
Site Allocations 
Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. In order to comply with the NPPF, 
para. 175, 'if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused'. The NPPF also stresses the 
importance (para 171) of taking a 'strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 
infrastructure'. By including the words 'where practicable' you allow for the possibly of destruction of priority habitats 
and the loss of biodiversity. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. Unless you know there is mitigation required, then remove 
the 'as required'. The discrepancy on how biodiversity is considered between site allocations is currently inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170 and Policy NE1. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Natural England provided a response on 3rd June 2019 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment. 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me at eleanor.sweet-
escott@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Eleanor Sweet-Escott 
Lead Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent Team

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I OBJECT to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076
(site reference WHA001) on the grounds that the Local Plan is demonstrably neither sound nor legally compliant. 
Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission'
version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) and in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182 and specifically 
paragraph 155. As such Whaddon residents have been unlawfully denied the opportunity, at the public hearing 
sessions held by the Inspector in July 2018, to review and question the AVDC decision
to select SP over the more suitable site at Eaton Leys (EL) or possibly that at Salden Chase (SC). The AVDC proposal 
for SP has multiple deficiencies making it UNSOUND. Not least is the abject failure of
AVDC to put forward a credible plan for road access. To suggest access to SP via the A421 indicates a total lack of 
knowledge, verging on incompetence or the cynical disregard of inconvenient facts including the Milton Keynes refusal 
to allow A421 access for SC. Notwithstanding the catalogue of failures in the
AVDC proposal for SP it must be rejected on this issue of road access alone.
AVDC has stated the strategic flood risk and landscape comparison assessments guided them to select SP. AVDC has 
failed to explain exactly how they came to their conclusion. The Inspector has an obligation to reopen a further hearing 
session so that crucial issues such as this can be fully discussed. The acceptance
of the AVDC statement and 'preferred choice' of SP without proper scrutiny and justification is completely
UNFAIR and UNJUST and will render the final plan UNSOUND and UNLAWFUL with legal repercussions.
The SP site was referenced earlier in the planning process but then deleted. Whaddon residents have not
been given the opportunity to present their concerns and the impact of such a large development on their
environment, health and road safety. It should be noted that the AVDC website and information
pertaining to the SP and other sites is complex and difficult to navigate. There has been no attempt to
MM076
x
x x x x
simplify the documentation, especially that relating to 'highway/traffic' and 'landscape' issues which are
crucial for Whaddon residents. Additionally the Representation Form and the online portal methods of
submitting acceptance or objections are not consistent, another legal failing. This is a blatant policy of
complying with statutory obligations in name but not spirit. One can only assume it is intended to
obfuscate residents in their efforts to make a balanced assessment of proposals.
Additional to the failure to comply with the legal requirement of proper consultation with Whaddon
residents, AVDC is in breach of the Government's 'Duty to Co-operate', the requirement for adjoining
Authorities when considering significant, strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. This is contrary to
PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version). AVDC has sought to by-pass its obligations by indicating proposals
to MKC while failing to address the key strategic issues through 'effective discussion' or 'proper joint
working'. Milton Keynes Council (MKC) discussed this issue and members across all parties agreed that a
failure of co-operation has occurred and that community engagement has been minimal. The AVDC action
is nothing short of a significant failing of its 'Duty to Co-operate' obligations.
In respect of the AVDC failures to engage with either residents or MKC it should be noted that AVDC has sought to 
justify its decisions based upon the Inspector's requirements for new allocations in close
proximity to Milton Keynes. This is disingenuous in that the Inspector agreed with AVDC that 500 new homes were 
necessary 'close to MK'. Subsequently AVDC realised that three of their allocated sites could
not, due to infrastructure deficiencies, be depended on to produce the number of homes required. Rather than 
reconsider AVDC took the easiest path of increasing the homes adjacent to MK. There was a loss of some 621 
planned homes and as a result the agreed 500 homes was increased by AVDC, not the Inspector,
to 1117 and rounded up to 1150 for the Local Plan. As AVDC appears unable to plan proper sustainable growth within 
their own, established district then the viability of an uncharted development at SP, especially without the required 
dialogue with MKC, must be considered UNSOUND. Interestingly, the
originally allocated sites proved unsuitable due to infrastructure deficiencies. The same issues apply to SP but AVDC 
has chosen to deny and ignore or, more plausibly and again through inadequate performance,
not yet identified these deficiencies.
Apart form the legal and communication failings there are numerous deficiencies within the AVDC
proposal for SP. Generally this is the result of the failure to adequately consider issues and to assume that a solution 
will be found in the future. That is not planning. Examples are (i) education and how schooling
will be provided considering that children will probably have to cross the A421 and (ii) employment with no definition of 
where new residents are supposed to work or, more importantly, how they are supposed to travel without exacerbating 
an already congested road system. In my opinion however the two most
glaring faults with the AVDC Local Plan are the omissions from the Landscape and Biodiversity plans plus the failure to 
comprehend, let alone address, the traffic issues and specifically the impact on not just the already over congested 
A421 but the increasingly inadequate rural roads.
To quote the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal (SA): '...a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to
certain tensions in respect of landscape objectives.' and 'these matters will be addressed at the detailed
planning stage'. While a second quote is: 'Perhaps more likely is that significant development would be
contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan objectives'. To
defer critical considerations is not planning but wishful thinking that leaves the issue open to abuse, i.e. at
some future date the ignoring of the environmental damage since "the development is so far advanced we
cannot turn back". As for environmental policy, the SP site is within a BOA area (as is the Salton Chase
alternative site but not the Eaton Leys alternative site). So AVDC has a policy that it has no scruples about

Respondent: Mr Pierre Hibble [32926] Agent: N/A
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conveniently ignoring when it does not fit with its own preconceived strategy. Hardly the basis for
ensuring the future development addresses all the deferred issues appropriately or diligently.
A bemusing fact is the total failure of the SA to identify the requirement to cut through the ancient North
Bucks Way corridor by grid road extensions. North Bucks Way as an established landscaped barrier (and
existing habitat and wildlife corridor), is a natural boundary that forms a strong defensible western edge to
the existing built up area of MK. The SP development will irrevocably destroy unspoilt countryside and
remove a logical outer boundary against yet further expansion developments, some of which are already
identified by future development directional arrows beyond the boundary in the current proposal for the
'at least' 1150 homes. One can only assume that the SA failure to address the North Bucks Way is an
omission of convenience since it undermines the AVDC proposals. One may further surmise AVDC failed to
engage with MKC since it recognised the problems of the North Bucks Way are contrary to MKC stated
policy.
In respect of my second major concern, traffic and highways, the AVDC Local plan shows a complete
disregard for reality and need to face facts. Whaddon through traffic, "rat-running", increases month-onmonth
and presents major safety concerns for the village play group, school and general residents. The
environmental degradation in a conservation area is a further issue. Bucks CC has stated that "The
advantage of the SP development is that it has the potential to provide a new grid road which would
address rat-running through Whaddon". A glib statement without any basis or thought. There are no plans
or proposals for such a road and no idea as to how or when such a new grid road would be funded or
constructed. Yet again this is not planning but the use of throwaway lines to act as sops for those impacted.
Equally AVDC has no proposals for the access roads to/from Whaddon. It has singularly failed to consider
how the roads should be modified through closure or otherwise and no concept of (or chooses to ignore)
what volume of traffic increases will result from the SP development.
The critical consideration is how, when and where the SP site will be accessed. SP has no easy access to
facilities such as rail stations and is totally subject to raid transport. It was suggested by AVDC that there
would be a new roundabout along the A421 and that a length of the A421 would be dualled but further
traffic analysis is required before this can be confirmed. It would appear AVDC has been in denial (or yet
again chosen to ignore reality) regarding the A421 congestion. As a matter of indisputable fact the A421 is
already over capacity, even more so at peak times. The simple installation of a new roundabout solves
nothing. Dualling may help, provided it covers sufficient distance to mitigate congestion. It should be
noted that MKC has refused planning consent for the 'access' into SC off the A421, due to 'insufficient
evidence to mitigate traffic'. AVDC appears oblivious to this point and lack the common sense to recognise
that before significant numbers of new homes can be built, the existing roads must be improved. We
return yet again to the AVDC failure to engage with MKC. It somewhat beggars belief that traffic issues and
the mitigation of a major problem has not been fully discussed, modelled and agreed prior to
recommending the SP development. Again, this is not planning but the blatant disregarding of reality.
This single fact alone makes the AVDC Local Plan totally UNSOUND.
While objecting to the SP development, it is appreciated that homes must be built. Of the three alternative
sites (EL, SC and SP) considered by AVDC, EL is demonstrably the most logical and best choice. It is
difficult to comprehend the AVDC failure to recognise that EL is an ideal 'infill site' to the eastern side of
MK. The total site is contained by the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass, precluding encroachment into open
countryside. Yet again the AVDC Local Plan chooses to ignore common sense and that infill sites should be
chosen over virgin countryside. Further, Bucks CC, in response to an AVDC request, has stated "The DS4
scenario - with Shenley Park removed and 1200 dwellings at Eaton Leys has the least impact on the
Buckinghamshire highway network". (enquiry document no:- ED215A). The obvious question to be
answered is why AVDC ignored this advice?
In respect of AVDC not selecting EL the following questions, among many, have not been answered and
deserve consideration:
● The MKC/AVDC administrative boundary cuts the full EL site roughly in half. MKC has granted
planning consent for their half of the site adjacent to the AVDC half, the Brickhills Area of attractive
Landscape (AAL). Why will AVDC not remove their half of the overall site from the Landscape
Designation and consider this site for 1150 new homes as there would be minimal impact on the
remaining Brickhill Local Landscape Area due to the site containment of the A4146 road?
● Much has been written or talked about 'Bletchley Regeneration'. The whole EL site has close links
to Fenny Stratford amenities and Bletchley Railway Station.
● AVDC reference 'Strategic Flood Risk' as part of their overall site appraisal. The exploratory
planning application 4 years ago (MKC ref : 15/01533/OUTEIS), raised a 'no objection' response
from the Environment Agency and the Lead Local Flood Authority. Why does AVDC continue to raise such a concern?

In conclusion, the AVDC proposals for SP fail to consider multiple critical issues and which AVDC appear intent on 
ignoring, for the present, since it undermines their case. AVDC has not acted professionally or
openly with residents. AVDC has not engaged with MKC. AS such the AVDC proposals are UNSOUND, UNFAIR and 
LEGALLY NON-COMPLIANT

Summary: The Local Plan is not sound, not legally compliant, UNFAIR and UNJUST.
AVDC is in breach of the Government's 'Duty to Co-operate'.
The Sustainability Appriasail identifies Shenley Park (SP) as within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area and contrary to 
Green Infrastructure Plan objectives. It fails to consider crossing the North Bucks Way, a defensible boundary into 
countryside.
SP proposed access is via a new A421 roundabout, which is over capacity. AVDC has no proposals for the rural 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs, Eaton Leys, Bletchley or 
Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, 
alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that 
town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

access roads to/from Whaddon.
AVDC fails to recognise Eaton Leys is the more logical and ideal 'infill site' to the eastern side of MK.
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Full Text: This representation addresses MM076, but should be read in conjunction with our representations to MM070 and the 
consequential text to Policy D2 set out in MM071; and also our representations to MM007.

Pegasus object to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park.

Having reviewed the transport evidence in particular ED214C and ED215A it is considered that the transport evidence 
does not necessarily support the Proposed Modifications to the Plan.

In addition to the representations to MM070, one of the key requirements in the policy wording relating to Shenley Park 
within the revised Local Plan, is the provision of "a new link road between the A421 Buckingham Road and H6 and or 
H7 Childs Way/Chaffron Way". However, it is not clear whether any traffic impact assessment been undertaken to 
assess the impact of this road connection on the existing MK residential areas of Oxley Park, Kingsmead and 
Tattenhoe.

The modelling work demonstrates that there will be a significant amount of traffic congestion on the A421 in the future 
and whilst this proposed link road could help alleviate the situation this traffic will be re-routed through existing 
residential areas.

ED215A states the DS3 Scenario with both Shenley Park and Salden Chase appears to perform worse in terms of 
impact on the highway network. ED215A states "The only advantage of the Shenley Park development is that it has the 
potential to provide a new grid road which would address the rat running through Whaddon."

Given the environmental constraints to the site,{ED210A} (Development within the western part of the northern parcel 
would be seen as extending the development edge to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include 
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of development 
into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape.) It is not clear why this site has been included in the 
proposed modifications, given the highways and other evidence.

Whereas development to the south of Milton Keynes such as around Newton Leys and also Eaton Leys would seem to 
have less impact on both Buckinghamshire CC roads and also MK roads and existing MK residential areas.

Change to Plan Pegasus seek a change to the proposed modification so that an additional site is included - land west of Newton Leys, 
Milton Keynes for approximately 400 dwellings.

Policy D2 Delivery site allocations in the rest of the district - should be amended to include land west of Newton Leys 
(this can be in addition to the other additional sites such as part of Shenley Park or part of Eaton Leys in recognition of 
the need to provide a range and choice of sites to ensure delivery in the plan period and acknowledging that there are 
already delays to the Salden Chase strategic allocation following the refusal to grant permission for highway access by 
Milton Keynes Council).

As a consequence other sites do not have to deliver as many dwellings in the plan period, such an approach reduces 
the risk of the strategic site not coming forward as soon as anticipated, spreads the risk and supports housing delivery.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Object to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park to meet needs in the north east of the district.

Object to the site selection process - see reps on MM007

Land West of Newton Leys should be allocated for 400 dwellings (the HELAA fails to take account of new evidence for 
land west of Newton Leys yet assessments for other sites have been updated).

Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Mr Simon Willis) 

[29918]

Agent: Pegasus Plannning Group (Sarah Hamilton-Foyn) 

[29896]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3448 - 32929 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3448 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I OBJECT to the new site policy relating to the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, Whaddon, MM076 (site reference 
WHA001) on the grounds that the Local Plan is demonstrably neither sound nor legally compliant. Shenley Park, 
Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission' version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan (VALP) and in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182 and specifically paragraph 155. As such Whaddon 
residents have been unlawfully denied the opportunity, at the public hearing sessions held by the Inspector in July 
2018, to review and question the AVDC decision to select SP over the more suitable site at
Eaton Leys (EL) or possibly that at Salden Chase (SC). The AVDC proposal for SP has multiple deficiencies making it 
UNSOUND.
AVDC has stated the strategic flood risk and landscape comparison assessments guided them to select SP. AVDC has 
failed to explain exactly how they came to their conclusion. The Inspector has an obligation to reopen a further hearing 
session so that crucial issues such as this can be fully discussed. The acceptance of the AVDC 
 statement and 'preferred choice' of SP without
proper scrutiny and justification is completely UNFAIR and UNJUST and will render the final plan UNSOUND and 
UNLAWFUL with legal repercussions. The SP site was referenced earlier in the planning process but then deleted. 
Whaddon residents have not been given the opportunity to present their concerns and the impact of such a large 
development on their environment, health and road safety. It should be noted that the AVDC website and information 
pertaining to the SP and other sites is complex and difficult to navigate thereby frustrating residents.
Additional to the failure to comply with the legal requirement of proper consultation with Whaddon residents, AVDC is in 
breach of the Government's 'Duty to Co-operate', the requirement for adjoining Authorities when considering significant, 
strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. This is contrary to PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version).
MM076
x
x x x x
AVDC has sought to by-pass its obligations by indicating proposals to MKC while failing to address the key strategic 
issues through 'effective discussion' or 'proper joint working'. Milton Keynes Council (MKC) discussed this issue and 
members across all parties agreed that a failure of cooperation
has occurred and that community engagement has been minimal. The AVDC action is nothing short of a significant 
failing of its 'Duty to Co-operate' obligations.
The AVDC Local plan shows a disregard for reality and need to face facts. Whaddon through traffic,
"rat-running", increases month-on-month and presents major safety concerns for the village play group, school and 
general residents. The environmental degradation in a conservation area is a further issue. Bucks CC has stated that 
"The advantage of the SP development is that it has the potential to provide a new grid road which would address rat-
running through Whaddon". A glib statement without any basis or thought. There are no plans or proposals for such a 
road and no idea as to how or when such a new grid road would be funded or constructed. Yet again this is not
planning but the use of throwaway lines to act as sops for those impacted. Equally AVDC has no proposals for the 
access roads to/from Whaddon. It has singularly failed to consider how the roads should be modified through closure or 
otherwise and no concept of (or chooses to ignore) what volume of traffic increases will result from the SP development.
While objecting to the SP development, it is appreciated that homes must be built. Of the three alternative sites (EL, 
SC and SP) considered by AVDC, EL is demonstrably the most logical and best choice. It is difficult to comprehend the 
AVDC failure to recognise that EL is an ideal 'infill site' to
the eastern side of MK. The total site is contained by the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass, precluding encroachment into 
open countryside. Yet again the AVDC Local Plan chooses to ignore common sense and that infill sites should be 
chosen over virgin countryside. Further, Bucks CC, in response to an AVDC request, has stated "The DS4 scenario - 
with Shenley Park removed and 1200 dwellings
at Eaton Leys has the least impact on the Buckinghamshire highway network". (enquiry document no:- ED215A). The 
obvious question to be answered is why AVDC ignored this advice?

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs, Eaton Leys, Bletchley or 
Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, 
alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that 
town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes

Appear at exam?

Yes
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Summary: The Local Plan is not sound, not legally compliant, UNFAIR and UNJUST.
AVDC is in breach of the Government's 'Duty to Co-operate'.
The Sustainability Appriasail identifies Shenley Park (SP) as within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area
and contrary to Green Infrastructure Plan objectives. It fails to consider crossing the North Bucks Way, a defensible 
boundary into countryside.
SP proposed access is via a new A421 roundabout, which is over capacity. AVDC has no proposals for the rural 
access roads to/from Whaddon.
AVDC fails to recognise Eaton Leys is the more logical and ideal 'infill site' to the eastern side of MK.

Respondent: Mrs Wendy  Hibble [32929] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: I STRONGLY OBJECT to the proposed development at Shenley Park

VALP & AVDC FAILINGS

* Shenley Park has been included, last minute, in the latest VALP to make up for a housing shortfall as a result of 
infrastructure deficiencies in previously approved locations (Buckingham, Winslow and Haddenham).  The fact that 
Shenley Park was not included in the 2017 VALP proves this!

* Shenley Park has been swiftly identified, pushed through and approved as the 'preferred site'.  Meanwhile, Whaddon 
residents have not been informed of this devastating proposition until now.  It will have a catastrophic impact on our 
rural living conditions - the very reason we chose to live in a small village outside of Milton Keynes and within the 
Aylesbury Vale district.  It is completely unfair and unjust that we have been prevented from commenting until now!

* The 'Modifications' document is vast.  Information regarding Shenley Park is hidden away on page 44 of 222 and 
written in language which is vague and inaccessible to most.  If people were not aware of this late addition to the VALP 
it would be very difficult to find out the details for yourself!  The AVDC website and online portal is complicated and 
hard to navigate, even for the more technologically minded amongst us!  The process to comment during the 
consultation period has been made incredibly difficult and confusing - presumably to put people off commenting?!  The 
online portal form is not compliant as it is missing two key questions which appear on the physical form version (which, 
itself, was extremely difficult to locate!): 
Do you consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant?  And do you consider the Local Plan to be sound?  
My response to both of these key questions is, 'NO'!.
 
*Due to the late inclusion of Shenley Park and lack of opportunity to examine all options during the public hearing 
sessions in July 2018, I strongly urge the Inspector to re-open a further hearing session so that legitimate comparison 
testing can take place.

DUTY TO CO-OPERATE FAILINGS

* With any cross-boundary development, adjoining authorities have a duty to co-operate.  This has simply not been the 
case, evidenced by its inclusion at such a late stage. When county boundaries are crossed, authorities have an 
obligation to consult at length to ensure sensible and strategic planning occurs which is beneficial to both districts.  

* Shenley Park is a nonsensical option - it adds zero value to Aylesbury Vale other than in achieving its housing quota. 
Milton Keynes may benefit from additional growth, however the longer-term provision of thousands of new residents 
(multiple occupants of the 'in-excess of' 1150 new homes) has not been carefully considered; a one-off contribution 
towards the Milton Keynes University Hospital is grossly inadequate!
This 'bolt-on' estate is not the answer - there are better, much more suitable infill sites at Eaton Leys and Salden Chase 
which would not have such a negative impact on the local environment and its rural communities. 
(My arguments FOR an alternative site will follow all of my objections to Shenley Park).

* MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October, and all cross-party members agreed that a failure had 
occurred.  This clear admission of primary level failings simply cannot be ignored.  

* This clear failure of 'duty to co-operate', has led to retrospective planning and poorly formulated proposals.  
This much-needed collaborative planning cannot be rectified during a consultation period.
As such, I strongly urge the Inspector to immediately withdraw Shenley Park from examination.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS forming my OBJECTION

* With the future spread of Milton Keynes now set to expand over the M1 towards Bedford, why be ignorant of sound 
planning advice and common sense by dumping in excess of 1150 houses in a location which:
- Already suffers from traffic congestion, both in 'rat-running' through Whaddon village and when trying to join the MK 
grid-road network and the A421.
- Has poor transport links not only into Milton Keynes but to other outlying towns and cities where people would need to 
travel for employment and conveniences.
- Offers limited employment opportunities in the locality.
- Has insufficient provision for schooling.
- Lies within beautiful, unspoilt countryside - landscape considerations were highlighted but not addressed in the 
Sustainability Appraisal document.
- Has historical significance (Whaddon was the Headquarters of Section VIII, the Communications Division of MI6, 
which was linked to Bletchley Park during WWII).

* The North Bucks Way, and Swans Way footpaths and bridleways, form a strong, defensible, natural boundary 
between the urban city of Milton Keynes and the unspoilt countryside of north-eastern Aylesbury Vale.  Those that have 
lived in Whaddon as long as I have (all of my 38 years) will remember the 'City Boundary' sign which used to be in-situ 
just past the corner of Tattenhoe Bare Farm, up to which which the Kingsmead estate is nearing completion.  Surely 

Respondent: Miss Lucy Stewart [32595] Agent: N/A
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such boundaries should be respected and upheld, especially as once breached, the floodgates open to potentially 
unlimited development.  

* Salden Chase a previously approved site for almost 2000 new homes, has recently been halted by MKC in 
proceeding to development stage as a result of insufficient transport infrastructure (an already congested and bottle-
necked section of the A421). This highlights and proves prior failings of cross-boundary discussions! 

Where should this housing go?

As I strongly oppose development at Shenley Park, I want to highlight the benefits of an alternative site:-
Eaton Leys is the most suitable site for development because:
- It is a much more logical 'infill' site being nicely rounded-off by prior development and a major road.
- This site would enable traffic to be dispersed much more effectively across a better developed and more extensive 
road network.
- Three railway stations are within close proximity so people can travel further and wider to their place of employment
- It is a more strategic and sustainable location for development with the other half of the whole site (which falls within 
Milton Keynes as opposed to Aylesbury Vale) approved and already being developed.
- The Eaton Leys site is near an area of Bletchley (Water Eaton) which would benefit greatly from regeneration.
- There is provision for secondary school aged children at existing schools.
- Eaton Leys is not in a Biodiversity Opportunity Area, unlike Shenley Park and Salden Chase.

Change to Plan
Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs. 
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for 
Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury 
Vale - thereby helping that town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs. 
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for 
Shenley Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury 
Vale - thereby helping that town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.
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Full Text: Having read the Main Modifications to VALP, I am writing to object and request that the Public Examination be re-
opened.

My reasons are:
TRANSPORT requirement for Shenley Park near Whaddon have not been thoroughly considered. As resident of 
Newton Longville (46 Berry Way) travelling daily to Buckingham I can confirm the A421 is a traffic jam at rush hour and 
getting out onto it from the Bottledump roundabout be it at 6.30am, 7am 8am and even 9am can take up to fifteen 
minutes.
Everyday in both directions emergency vehicles try to get through and drivers are having to go up verges to make room 
for the emergency vehicles. Putting more houses in the area means more cars and not just traffic jams but just 
impossible congestion. Traffic Analysis should have already proven this point. Infrastructure before expansion is the 
sensible course of action to address (MM007, 010 076)

SUSTAINABILITY; putting another 1,800 houses close to Milton Keynes does not make sense as the services (Health, 
hospitals, dentists, fire, schools, churches, nurseries) are already at break point . This diminishes sustainability and 
reduces quality of life and thus is not progress. (MM070, 076)No provision has been made for a Secondary School in 
compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (MM076)

Likewise, Coalescence has similarly not been properly considered and double standards are being applied between 
protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton Keynes.

Finally, evidence of lack of active and real co-operation by AVDC and MKC is seen in the absence in AVDC policy to 
comply with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan : MK for such a proposed development(MM072-076) The Duty to 
Co-operate is a serious consideration.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests
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Summary: SUSTAINABILITY; putting another 1,800 houses close to Milton Keynes does not make sense as the services (Health, 
hospitals, dentists, fire, schools, churches, nurseries) are already at break point . This diminishes sustainability and 
reduces quality of life and thus is not progress. (MM070, 076)No provision has been made for a Secondary School in 
compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (MM076).

Likewise, Coalescence has similarly not been properly considered and double standards are being applied between 
protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack of protection for villages around Milton Keynes.

Respondent: Ms Sylvie Eames [29935] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: Main Modification MM076 allocates an additional site at Shenley Park, located on the edge of Milton Keynes, for 1,150 
dwellings. The SWMK Consortium has instructed consultants to assess the transport and landscape evidence used to 
support the decision to allocate Shenley Park. In summary it is concluded that the evidence is not robust.

In terms of transport, it is considered that there are anomalies between the technical work completed to inform the 
assessment of the site options for additional development on the edge of Milton Keynes and the decision to select 
Shenley Park as the most suitable site allocation. In summary, the transport modelling has not included a new grid road 
proposed as part of Shenley Park and has not included mitigation measures that relate to the dualling of the A421. The 
proposed development at Shenley Park includes a proposed grid road from the A421 to Kingsmead, but this road has 
been omitted from the transport modelling which it is considered would potentially underestimate the impact on the 
A421 and other local roads in Milton Keynes. It is requested that the transport modelling should be updated to provide 
an accurate distribution of traffic and impacts of the proposed grid road. The modelling has also not assessed a 
mitigation scheme involving the dualling of the A421 between Buckingham and Milton Keynes, or the impact of dualling 
of the A421 in combination with a Bletchley Bypass. It is requested that the transport modelling is updated to include all 
potential mitigation schemes to determine and compare impacts of the potential site allocation options.

In terms of landscape, it is considered that there are limited differences between the preferred site allocation at Shenley 
Park and the SWMK Consortium's site Ref. NLV020 at South West Milton Keynes (referred to in the assessment as 
Salden Chase extension). There are two factors that are used to justify the decision to allocate Shenley Park, but it is 
considered that the assessment of these factors is not robust. Firstly, the Shenley Park site is wholly located within a 
Landscape Character Areas which is assessed as being in 'very good' condition with a 'high' sensitivity. However the 
landscape assessment process has downgraded these factors and concluded that the value of the landscape at the 
Shenley Park site is 'low', which is an anomaly in the assessment process. The agricultural character of the NLV020 
site is also typical of the wider area and ordinary, and as such the landscape value of the site should have been 
identical to that of Shenley Park. It is requested that the landscape value of the Shenley Park and NLV020 sites are 
reassessed. Secondly, the Shenley Park site is preferred because it is concluded that it is better located to the existing 
and emerging edge of Milton Keynes. In comparison, the assessment process occasionally refers to the NLV020 site 
as detached from the existing settlement, when in fact it would be immediately adjacent to Site Allocation NLV001 
located on the edge of Milton Keynes and adjacent to existing residential areas. Site Allocation NLV001 includes 
strategic landscaping and green infrastructure to connect the urban area with the surrounding area. There are no 
differences between the sites in terms of their relationship with the edge of Milton Keynes. It is requested that the 
assessment process reassesses the existing and emerging relationship of the sites with the edge of Milton Keynes.

Overall it is concluded that the transport and landscape evidence to support an allocation at Shenley Park is not robust. 

In addition, as set out in the SWMK Consortium's representations to Main Modification MM088, it is considered that 
development at RAF Halton will not be completed during the plan period. 

For both these reasons, it is requested that an additional allocation is made at North East Aylesbury Vale. The SWMK 
Consortium's representations requested an additional allocation at South West Milton Keynes at Site Ref. NLV020 [see 
Rep Id. 2336].

In summary, Site Ref. NLV020 was assessed in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 
2017) and a number of technical studies have been prepared to support development at the site including a concept 
masterplan; those supporting documents were submitted with the SWMK Consortium's representations.

It is considered that development could be accommodated at Site Ref. NLV020 without resulting in significant 
landscape and visual effects. Site Ref. NLV020 is well placed to provide a variety of options for sustainable travel, 
including extensions to the bus service, and connections to the existing pedestrian and cycle network in the 
surrounding area. It is also considered that subject to reaching agreement on an appropriate transport mitigation 
package, Site Ref. NLV020 is deliverable in transport and highway terms and offers an opportunity to enhance strategic 
and local transport infrastructure and thereby create a highly sustainable integrated new community.

As set out in the SWMK Consortium's representations, it is requested that Site Ref. NLV020 is allocated for a mixed 
use residential-led development, comprising the following uses:
* Residential 31.26 Ha - 1,095 dwellings (including affordable)
* Care Village 1.66 Ha
* Employment 0.51 Ha
* Education 9 Ha
* Neighbourhood Centre 0.7 Ha (plus an additional 30 dwellings)
* Community Centre 0.5 Ha
* Allotments 1.0 Ha
* Cemetery 1.2 Ha
* Green Infrastructure 50.01 Ha

If it is decided that, despite the above, the site should not be allocated as a strategic allocation, then as an alternative it 

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A
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is considered that Site Ref. NLV020 should be identified as a reserve site to provide flexibility and allow for any change 
in circumstances, e.g. an anticipated shortfall in housing land supply, to meet jobs growth or the planned provision of 
new strategic infrastructure. A reserve site approach at Site Ref. NLV020 would be in accordance with the existing 
development strategy of directing development to the larger and more sustainable settlements, including to the edge of 
Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan It is requested that the transport modelling should be updated to provide an accurate distribution of traffic and impacts 
of the proposed grid road within the site allocation at Shenley Park. It is requested that the transport modelling is 
updated to include all potential mitigation schemes to determine and compare impacts of the potential site allocation 
options.

It is requested that the landscape value of the Shenley Park and NLV020 sites are reassessed. It is requested that the 
landscape assessment process reassesses the existing and emerging relationship of the sites with the edge of Milton 
Keynes.

It is requested that an additional allocation is needed at North East Aylesbury Vale. The SWMK Consortium's 
representations requested an additional allocation at South West Milton Keynes at Site Ref. NLV020.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: It is considered that there are anomalies between the technical work completed to inform the transport assessment of 
the site options for additional development on the edge of Milton Keynes and the decision to select Shenley Park as the 
most suitable site allocation. In summary, the transport modelling has not included a new grid road proposed as part of 
Shenley Park and has not included mitigation measures that relate to the dualling of the A421.

It is considered that there are limited differences in landscape terms between the preferred site allocation at Shenley 
Park and the SWMK Consortium's site Ref. NLV020 at South West Milton Keynes. In summary, there are no 
differences in terms of landscape value and both sites would have a similar relationship with the existing and emerging 
edge of Milton Keynes.

Overall it is concluded that the transport and landscape evidence to support an allocation at Shenley Park is not robust.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: I am writing to register my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require further review. The letters 'MM' and 
numbers refer to the appropriate modifications. 
I believe the public examination (PE) should be re-opened for the following reasons. 
Further detailed consideration of transport needs for the proposed Shenley Park and Whaddon must be investigated. 
The traffic problems and jams on the A421 are bad enough now at times and these are only going to get worse. Traffic 
analysis must be done first, not as an afterthought. Infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course of 
action. Unfortunately, it seems not be a consideration in this case and that must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076). 
The impact of extra traffic through Newton Longville and the road being used as a rat run is a real possibility. 
The question of the necessary and significant uplift for Health Service provision, the extra strain on emergency services 
caused by new developments and the disposal of waste have not been properly considered. (MM007, 010,076) are all 
matters that need further consideration.
There is a very obvious double standard being applied between the protection of villages around Aylesbury and the lack 
of protection for villages around Milton Keynes. This protectionism appears to have been driven by politics rather than 
any other consideration and is manifestly unfair to those living in the north of Aylesbury Vale. Northern villages must be 
offered the same protection from coalescence as the south. (MM013, 014, 031). This is a very important and significant 
consideration.
AVDC seems to think that simply being close to Milton Keynes makes a development sustainable. That is not the case 
for the above reasons. All the burden will be placed on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale and thus expansion actually 
achieves diminished sustainability and a reduced quality of life. This cannot be seen as progress. (MM070, 
The site promoters are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site. This will further diminish sustainability and furthermore no 
provision has been made for a new secondary school in compliance with BCC policy as is made clear in the 
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. (MM076)
There is no evidence of active co-operation by AVDC with MKC can be seen in the absence in AVDC policy to comply 
with the adopted policies in the adopted Plan:MK for such a proposed development. Further, the motions passed by the 
full council of Milton Keynes Council in relation to both Salden Chase and "Shenley Park" at Whaddon also raise 
serious questions over AVDC's real appetite, or otherwise, to comply with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' (MM072 to 076) 
It appears that AVDC are not showing active co-operation with MK to bring a satisfactory outcome to the problems that 
have arisen and is is for the above reasons I reconfirm my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in respect of 
Newton Longville and ask that the PE be reopened.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Further detailed consideration of transport needs for the proposed Shenley Park and Whaddon must be investigated. 
The traffic problems and jams on the A421 are bad enough now at times and these are only going to get worse. Traffic 
analysis must be done first, not as an  Infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course of action.  
The site promoters are pushing for 1,800 houses on the site. This will further diminish sustainability and furthermore no 
provision been made for a new secondary school.

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Ronald & Jenny Hudson [28737] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan A further update to AVDC's HELAA which identifies Eaton Leys as 'suitable for
housing'.

Having regard to the wide-ranging flaws in AVDC's site selection process, the
proposed allocation of Shenley Park through Policy D-WHA001 is it is demonstrably
unjustified and therefore unsound. Additional hearings are required to consider
the procedural and evidential concerns which are set out above

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Considers that the SA Report Addendum's appraisal findings are deficient and should be revised. It is deficient in its 
assessment of Eaton Leys vs the other two sites on grounds of - HEELA update flawed assessing Eaton Leys to take 
account of adjoining development; more nuanced approach on landscape & AAL needed; biodiversity conclusions not 
accepted; conclusions of SFRA Addendum not accepted - green infrastructure will contribute to Climate Change 
Adaption; could provide a secondary school if required; highway transport impacts slight sustainable transport initiatives 
not properly considered.

The revised appraisal demonstrates that Eaton Leys performs well against the majority of
objectives and is ranked ahead of the Shenley Park and Salden Chase Extension. Should recommend Eaton Leys as 
the preferred option.

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan see attachment

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: The Council requests certain changes are made to Policy D-WHA001 to ensure that the policy
wording, in isolation, is effective. However, the Council wishes to make it clear that the proposed
changes to Policy D-WHA001 would not remedy the more fundamental issues of soundness
associated with the selection of Shenley Park as an additional allocation in the VALP.

Respondent: Andrew Turner [32945] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

MKC response to VALP Proposed Main Modifications Final Letter 16.12.19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3562 - 32529 - MM076 - None

3562 Support

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Officer's summary
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
- h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Revised policy states:
"w. An updated assessment of sewerage capacity and water supply network shall be carried out, working with Anglian 
Water, to identify the need for infrastructure upgrades and how and when these will be carried out to inform site 
delivery."
For consistency the same wording should be included in all allocation referencing Anglian Water, or Thames Water.

In addition part v. should read:
"v. A foul water strategy is required to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Council in conjunction with the 
water and Sewerage undertaker. "
This should also be included for every allocation.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Revised policy states:
"w. An updated assessment of sewerage capacity and water supply network shall be carried out, working with Anglian 
Water, to identify the need for infrastructure upgrades and how and when these will be carried out to inform site 
delivery."
For consistency the same wording should be included in all allocation referencing Anglian Water, or Thames Water.

In addition part v. should read:
"v. A foul water strategy is required to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Council in conjunction with the 
water and Sewerage undertaker. "
This should also be included for every allocation.

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

19.12.16 L CT Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Mods.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3627 - 28606 - MM076 - None

3627 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please note my objections to the VALP Main Modifications which require
further review. The letters 'MM' and numbers refer to the appropriate modifications.

1.The long traffic jams at rush-hour on the A421 prove the roads on the west of MK are already at capacity. This will get 
worse as other new builds within Milton Keynes itself come into play. Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have 
not even been properly considered.

Weight, tonnage and speed of traffic along Whaddon Road from the Bottledump Roundabout (A421) to the crossroads 
in Newton Longville is already dangerous and intolerable from the point of view of noise and pollution; but the situation 
is seriously aggravated by the impatience demonstrated at rush hour times. It would make sense to assume the 
persistent traffic jams are a causative factor.

 Traffic analysis must be done first, not as an afterthought. Infrastructure before expansion would be a sensible course 
of action. Unfortunately, it seems not be a consideration in this case and that must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076)

2.None of the extra strain on the emergency services caused by new developments and the disposal of waste have 
been properly considered. Sustainability will not be possible (MM007, 010,076)

3.It is wrong for AVDC to assume that Newton Longville's infrastructure needs will be met by Milton Keynes. It doesn't 
happen now. Why would it in future?
(MM070, 076)

For all the above reasons I reconfirm my objection to the VALP Main Modifications in
respect of Newton Longville and ask that the PE be reopened.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:  (Officer's summary)
The long traffic jams at rush-hour on the A421 prove the roads on the west of MK are already at capacity. This will get 
worse as other new builds within Milton Keynes itself come into play. Transport needs for Shenley Park, Whaddon have 
not even been properly considered.
Weight, tonnage and speed of traffic along Whaddon Road from the Bottledump Roundabout (A421) to the crossroads 
in Newton Longville is already dangerous and intolerable from the point of view of noise and pollution; but the situation 
is seriously aggravated by the impatience demonstrated at rush hour times.

Respondent: Mrs Pauline Welch [28606] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: VALP Proposed Main Modifications - Representations on behalf of FCC Environment:
Enter your full representation here:
Fundamental to a plan being justified and sound is that it is based on proportionate and up to date evidence that looks 
at reasonable alternatives (NPPF, paras 31 & 35). AVDC has singularly ignored this requirement, in allocating land at 
Shenley Park for at least 1,150 homes, 110-bed care home/extra care and associated
services & infrastructure. This is a large greenfield site, currently in agricultural use, parts of which are highly sensitive 
in landscape terms. The Council's 'Landscape & Visual Capacity Comparison Assessment,'
(2019), states that "Development within the western part of the northern parcel would be seen as extending
the development edge [of Milton Keynes] to within close proximity of Whaddon Conservation Area, to include
Whaddon Hall. Development within the southern parcel would represent an unacceptable extension of
development into the countryside and visible from the wider landscape," (para 5.1.25 of ED201A). Despite
this negative assessment the Council has nonetheless decided to allocate the whole site for development,
with the north-westernmost corner actually being contiguous with a part of the Whaddon Conservation Area.
The effect of this allocation would therefore, if adopted, be to cause the coalescence of Milton Keynes with
Whaddon and would also involve development crossing the landscape ridge that has hitherto defined the
built-up edge of Milton Keynes. The Final Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
version 4 (Jan 2017) also described the Shenley Park site as "highly sensitive in landscape/visual impact
terms so the scale, layout and form of development, will be very important," (Site ref: WHA001 p.253).
Development of Shenley Park would result in the loss of an extensive area of greenfield land (99ha) that
contributes to the character and beauty of the 'Whaddon Chase' countryside and is of some value for its
agricultural use.
Despite the significant detrimental effects that would arise from this proposed allocation, the Council has not
made any assessment of the potential of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, near Newton Longville. This 
site is located adjacent to the southern edge of Bletchley town and a substantial part was
formerly occupied by the Newton Longville Brickworks. Despite the fact that part of the former Brickworks site is 
allocated for employment-use redevelopment in the adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
(AVDLP) (2004) and another part has an extant consent for further employment-use redevelopment, surprisingly, the 
Council state in their 2017 HELAA that it is: "unsuitable - the site is in the open countryside separate from Newton 
Longville and Bletchley" and states that "development would be likely to have an adverse landscape & visual impact" 
(Site ref: NLV029).
That assessment conclusion is unsound on three grounds:
1. The site is adjoined by a ribbon of ten residential properties fronting Bletchley Road, which were originally associated 
with the former brickworks, and have the character of an urban terrace extending south from the built edge of Bletchley 
town and the soon to be reopened East-West rail line connecting
Bicester with Milton Keynes;
2. The Council has a long history of identifying the site as suitable for redevelopment. In 1995 the Council approved a 
Planning Brief for the Newton Longville Brickworks, which identified the former brickworks
as having: "potential for employment development" and also stated that: "this area could also be suitable for some low 
value/bad neighbour uses, provided they cause no significant nuisance to nearby residents" (p14). Subsequently, in the 
Local Plan 2004, parts of the former brickworks were allocated for employment use under policy RA.34. Subsequently, 
the Council granted planning permission for
erection of a single-storey modular office building with associated car parking and landscaping (15/00235/APP) on the 
southern part of the FCC Environment land; installation and use of a leachate treatment plant (09/20001/AWD); and 
planning permission has also been granted for the area
adjoining its northern boundary for temporary use for a construction compound incorporating storage area, site offices 
and car parking (18/04521/APP) associated with the re-opening of East-West rail;
3. The FCC site does not have the character of countryside, as it contains the remains of the former industrial use 
including access roads & hard standings. It is also very well screened by mature trees, 25 October 2019
so is not visible from the countryside to the south or west and would not therefore have a detrimental landscape impact. 
The assessment that the site is in the open countryside is therefore wrong. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
Council's own assessment of what it refers to as NLV024 in its 2017 HEELA, which relates to the part of the FCC 
Environment land furthest from Bletchley and therefore most likely to impact on the character of the  countryside. That 
assessment describes the NLV024 land as suitable for employment and acknowledges that it has granted planning 
permission for 645m2 of employment in a modular office building in this location.
Unlike Shenley Park, the previously developed FCC Environment land in Bletchley Road is currently unused, so is not 
being used efficiently or most effectively. Therefore leaving it as it is would not accord with NPPF
advice, which states that planning policies should: "give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land 
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, 
degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land" (para 118 c) and
to "promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 
identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained," (para 118 d).
Despite the imperative need to make suitable use of the FCC Environment land opportunities at Bletchley
Road, near Newton Longville, the Council has not undertaken any proper assessment regarding its redevelopment 
potential and has not been willing to engage with FCC Environment, despite the clear NPPF requirement for early, 
proportionate and effective engagement. In order to ensure that it was considered as
part of any main modifications, FCC Environment made a site submission to the Council on 1st March 2019 and stated 
that they would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to discuss the site. Further follow up letters were sent on 

Respondent: West Waddy (Mr Stephen Pickles) [32952] Agent: N/A
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2nd April and 14th August 2019 requesting a meeting, and also enclosing an
illustrative masterplan demonstrating how 600 dwellings could be accommodated on the FCC land. Council Officers 
have thus far declined to respond positively to FCC's approaches.
Given that FCC Environment had identified the land as available for redevelopment within 5 years and is
ideally placed to meet identified needs in the local area, the site should have been assessed in the sustainability, 
transport, landscape, flooding, viability, ecology, water supply and heritage assessments that  were subsequently 
undertaken on the Council's behalf in relation to the proposed main modifications and
the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update 2019 (ED204; ED205; ED206; ED208; ED210; 
ED211; ED214; RED215; ED216; ED217 & ED222). Regrettably, no consideration was given to the site in any of these 
documents. It is acknowledged that the majority of the site is currently a Biological
Notification Site. To achieve a net gain in biodiversity a large area would be left undisturbed to protect the
underlying geology and biodiversity enhancement areas are proposed in the south-west and north-east
corners of the site.
We note that the identified delivery of housing at Shenley Park is over the period 2024 - 2033. Over that
period, we consider that there would be potential to deliver up to 600 dwellings at the FCC Environment
Bletchley Road site, which would substantially reduce the amount of development needing to be provided
on greenfield land at Shenley Park. Any such reduction in size of the Shenley Park proposal would help
mitigate its landscape, transport and heritage impacts.
An illustrative masterplan of the potential development layout on FCC's land in Bletchley Road and how this
could be delivered in three phases delivering in total up to 600 dwellings is attached.
It is therefore suggested that the amount of development at Shenley Park should be reduced proportionately
by allocating the FCC Bletchley Road land, as identified on the attached illustrative masterplan, which would
in turn:
- enable a landscape gap to be maintained, thereby preserving the separate identity of Whaddon
and preventing coalescence with Milton Keynes;
- protect the character, appearance and setting of the Whaddon Conservation Area;
- significantly reduce the amount of greenfield development needed on the sensitive southern parcel  of the Shenley 
Park site; and
- enable the unused previously developed FCC Environment land of the former Brick works to be
brought back into active use.
Without these adjustments, we contend that the Plan is unsound as the proposed allocation of Shenley Park
does not constitute "an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, based on  proportionate 
evidence", nor is it consistent with the NPPF in terms of making most effective use of land
(para 35).

Change to Plan Allocate previously developed FCC Environment land at the former Brick Works in Bletchley Road, north of Newton 
Longville for up to 600 dwellings and make a proportionate reduction in the size of proposed allocation at Shenley Park, 
for the reasons outlined in the full representation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The allocation of Shenley Park is unsound. It would extend Milton Keynes beyond a firm landscape ridge and have 
significant adverse landscape impacts, particularly on the southern parcel where Milton Keynes would effectively 
coalesce with Whaddon village, adversely impacting upon the character of its Conservation Area. Alternative brownfield 
land is available on part of the FCC Environment land at Bletchley Road, north of Newton Longville, which was a former 
Brick Works.
Redevelopment here would have a much lower environmental impact and could help preserve the separateness of 
Whaddon and Milton Keynes.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Illustrative Masterplan.pdf

Main modifications response form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3631 - 30433 - MM076 - None

3631 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Inspector should re-open the public examination. The allocation of Shenley Park should be removed from the plan. 
Discussions between AVDC and MK do not satisfy the legal duty. Referring to 1,150 conceals the site promoter 
pushing for 1,800 houses. No provision for employment. No references to policy SD15 in Plan:MK. Transport needs for 
Shenley Park have not been properly considered. Shenley Park should include construction (not just safeguarding) of a 
bypass from the A421 to the A4146 Detailed policies for sites should be within VALP, not left to be in an SPD.
Not clear how evidence led to the decision of site. The SA appears to have been produced after decision on which site. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A
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NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf
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Full Text: Having had the opportunity of considering documentation, plans and indicative maps relating to the VALP; specifically 
though the proposal for Shenley Park. I would like my commentary to be recorded as follows:

In the first instance I recognise the need for more housing, this is an inescapable fact and all. authorities must continue 
to consider options for available land for development.

In the broadest terms I have no substantive observations nor concerns regarding VALP as a document outlining 
growth, the need for dwellings and alike.

Where my concerns begin to arise is in the location of where to build future developments, how this need ought to be 
managed and facilitated where it adjoins neighbouring LA's etc.

As a resident living on the boundary of Aylesbury Vale authority within the Kingsmead estate;; the preposed site 
development branded as Shenley Park gravely concerns me.

In the first instance, the councils inspector has already noted, in the rational behind opting for a site so close to MK, 
that a substantial portion of residents/traffic shall be passing into MK. With this in mind, MK citizens would bear the 
brunt of increased usage patterns on all aspects of infrastructure and local resource, without any financial restitution; 
yet would be almost entirely impacted by the development.

This is to say; the preposed estate residents would be Aylesbury tax payers, yet the inspector readily accepts that 
much of their impact will be upon the infrastructure, thus residents of, MK.

I am gravely concerned as to the choice of the land development so named Shenley Park;

Extending Childs Way (H6) and connecting to Standing Way (H8) will add a substantive volume of traffic to roads that 
already are often experiencing practical grid lock at rush hours. Further are dangerously busy at other times; which 
maybe an issue for MKLA to resolve/investigate in terms of speed restrictions and other traffic calming measures.

Local facilities such as shops at Oxley Park and Westcroft would be considered destinations of these residents, these 
facilities are already stretched and maximised all but to full capacity. There is often no parking at either site which 
would be Exacerbated were this development to proceed.

Infrastructure such as the mainline railway station (MKC) has substantive parking and congestion problems at peak 
usage times, again referring to the inspectors findings, the implication being that part of the appeal to the majority of 
residents of SP would be destinations such as MKC.

A secondary issue would be traffic movements along the old Shenley Road, how to protect residents living adjacent to 
this and safeguard against "rat-runs" and other undesirable usage practices.

I am also concerned as to how it is envisaged that this bulk of traffic leaving the SP development into MK would 
intermingle with the already dense traffic leaving Kingsmead and Oxley Park, later Westcroft, SBE, SCE etc as Childs 
Way would need to be expanded, yet, is already heavily used. In my view it could not support the changes needed to 
facilitate what the inspector reports as being predominantly residents passing into MK from SP.

Finally, the environmental impact of loosing the open area of farm land to the south west of MK which currently serves 
as a natural boundary and void for citizens of both MK and AV to enjoy and pass through.

My personal stance is that AVDC and MKLA need to resolve any complexity surrounding the expansion of the already 
developing Eaton Leys to include the land within AVDV which a-joins Eaton Leys MK development. Infrastructure is 
already in place here and capacity has already been factored by both authorities.

Further, consideration ought to be made as to the usage of land at Newton Longville, as this to would stand to impact 
MK residents far less so were it to have appropriate infrastructure to be self-contained more so than the proposed SP 
development.

In conclusion I appose the development at SP for the reasons set out above and believe that MK council needs to work 
with AVDC to encourage development of Eaton Leys and Newton Longville.

Change to Plan Encourage development at Newton Longville of Eaton Leys.

Summary: strain on MK infrastructure with no financial restitution from development - particularly, traffic impacts, stretch/overload 
existing local shopping facilities - parking at shops and railway station overloaded; impact of traffic on Shenley Road 
mixing with existing heavy traffic from Kingsmead/Oxley Park and require Grid Road widening. Loss of open farmland 
which currently forms a natural boundary.
Encourage development at Newton Longville of Eaton Leys.

Respondent: Mr Neil Barnfather [32957] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: Shenley Park, Whaddon (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission' version of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), so Whaddon Parish Council (WPC) and residents have been completely denied the 
opportunity to properly debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to choose SP over the other two competing sites 
during the public hearing sessions held by the Inspector in July 2018. The alternative sites are Eaton Leys (EL) and 
Salden Chase (SC). This is in breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 and 182 and especially 155.
Because of the very late introduction of SP, the Inspector must be strongly encouraged to reopen a further hearing 
session at the end of the public consultation period, so that this crucial omission can be rectified. It is completely 
UNFAIR and UNJUST not to allow detailed and proper 'comparison testing' between the three competing sites.
To simply accept AVDC's 'preferred choice' of Shenley Park without proper scrutiny and justification will render the final 
plan unsound and possibly unlawful.
Whaddon residents must be given the opportunity to inform the Inspector of the impact such a large development will 
have on their environment, lives & health, road safety, and general well-being etc. Despite the site being mentioned at a 
much earlier stage (but then deleted) this consultation is TOO LITTLE, TOO LATE. (and far too complex given the 
amount of information on the AVDC website)
Furthermore, Government requires that adjoining Authorities have a 'Duty to Co-operate' - when considering significant, 
strategic cross-boundary housing allocations. Such a 'duty' cannot be rectified during a public consultation period, so 
failure to do so at a much earlier stage can lead the Inspector to recommend a non-adoption report. This is contrary to 
PPG paragraph 3-008 (2014 version). AVDC have paid 'lip-service' to this advice, by indicating to MKC what they were 
doing, but they have not addressed this key strategic housing allocation (a minimum of 1150 new homes) through 
'effective discussion' or 'proper joint working', representing a significant failing of 'Duty to Co-operate' at an early stage 
...... especially as MKC are the major town and Lead Authority which adjoins the three neighbouring and competing 
sites.
MKC discussed this issue at Full Council on 23 October, and members across all parties agreed that a failure of co-
operation has occurred, and that community engagement has been minimal.
Non-compliance with such an important issue, especially when MKC have an adopted Local Plan with meaningful 
policies, is very concerning. MKC could, and should, have helped select the best and most sustainable site. This lack 
of engagement renders this part of the plan 'unsound' ...... and is hence a further reason to re-open the hearing 
sessions to ascertain exactly why AVDC chose not to cooperate and engage more fully with MKC - or indeed with 
Whaddon Parish Council, residents and other stake-holders.
In considering impacts on landscape and biodiversity, the AECOM Sustainability Appraisal (SA) states in the 
introduction, and several times within it, that '...a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to certain tensions in 
respect of landscape objectives.' but goes on to say that 'these matters will be addressed at the detailed planning 
stage'. This will of course be after the site is allocated in the Plan, and perhaps too late to remedy! These 'tensions' are 
not discussed further, but 'biodiversity gains' will be by 'extending remnant woodland blocks and targeting new habitat 
creation' . However, one 'telling' sentence states:- 'Perhaps more likely is that significant development would be 
contrary to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and Bucks Green Infrastructure Plan objectives'. Both SP and SC are 
within a BOA area whilst EL is not.
Somewhat surprisingly, the SA does not mention the important North Bucks Way at all, but a new road access into SP 
must cut across this obvious natural boundary that currently forms a strong defensible western edge to the existing built 
up area of MK. Its importance as an old established landscaped barrier and existing habitat and wildlife corridor is 
overlooked. Cutting through this ancient North Bucks Way corridor by one, if not two grid road extensions will 
unnecessarily harm attractive and as yet unspoilt countryside - 'virgin' land which does not enjoy any further logical 
outer boundary that could be described as a similar long-term and defensible boundary. Crest Homes in their May 2014 
'Development Opportunities Plan' have demonstrated this dangerous concept by showing future development 
directional arrows heading further west, towards Coddimoor Lane, well beyond the boundary they currently propose in 
this version of VALP for the 'at least' 1150 homes.

At their Full Council meeting on 23 October 2019, elected members across all political parties of MK Council agreed "to 
ensure 'biodiversity' and 'natural processes' were placed at the top of MK's agenda, with ambitions to become the 
'Greenest City in the World' with a vision of becoming a 'World-leading sustainable City', whilst celebrating the rich 
variety of wildlife by protecting landscapes and habitats etc".  Crossing the hugely important North Bucks Way wildlife 
corridor into much valued open countryside and natural habitats would destroy such MKC ideals, especially when less 
harmful sites exist and were considered by AVDC during the Site Assessment process.
It is also highly unlikely that the Public Open Space, especially on the edges of the development would be passed, with 
a suitable financial endowment, to the recognised expert in this field, namely MK Parks Trust, thereby ensuring its 
future care and maintenance in perpetuity.  A long term 'defensible edge' to a development, would only be in existence 
until the Local Plan is next reviewed, so we can expect the developers to maintain control over any 'edge land', with 
perhaps a management company being formed whereby new residents contribute to the cost of future maintenance?

Major concerns also exist around traffic and highways provision.  Bucks CC have said "The advantage of the SP 
development is that it has the potential to provide a new grid road which would address rat-running through Whaddon".  
When asked to explain "how?" AVDC had no plans or answers, only to say that this will be resolved following further 
traffic investigations at the detailed planning stage!  Answers must be provided now before such a major site is 
confirmed in a Local Plan, as the impact could have devastating consequences for Whaddon village, particularly on 
road safety and the immediate environment due to ever worsening and increasing 'rat-running' through its two 
Conservation Areas, and past a school and playgroup. Through-traffic numbers and higher levels of HGV's have 
worsened year on year since MK began, despite a traffic calming scheme costing approx £110,000, being installed 

Respondent: Mr Paul Logan [32665] Agent: N/A
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some six years ago. Since the MVAS flashing speed signs were installed average weekday traffic levels (in both 
directions) have increased from about 2,024 vehicles (December 2014 MVAS traffic data) to approximately 3,098 
(November 2019 data) ... or just over a 50% increase in just 5 years. Just imagine what impact a further minimum 
3,000 new homes (say 4-5,000 cars) at Shenley Park - (at least 1,150 houses) and Salden Chase, Newton Longville 
(circa 1,855 houses) will have?  Traffic levels through Whaddon during morning and evening peak periods are already 
at levels which are a very real threat to the safety of residents.  Living near the junction of the High Street with Stock 
Lane, it is almost impossible at these times to safely exit our driveway without causing a speeding driver to swerve or 
brake sharply to avoid a collision.  In the past seven days, temporary traffic lights sited near this junction, resulted in 
queues of up to 40 minutes to pass through the lights, such was the volume of traffic with parents also dropping 
children at the village school.

MKC on 7th November refused planning consent for the 'access' into Salden Chase off the A421, due to 'insufficient 
evidence to mitigate traffic'.  This was despite knowing that AVDC have granted planning (in principle) for the 1,855 
houses, school etc. What does this say about 'cross boundary discussion?'  The developers must now appeal that 
decision, which could take 6 months or more - with no certainty of success. Where does this leave VALP, if almost 
1,900 houses are suddenly lost?

What is the future of Shenley Road, and will it be closed completely?   If not, we can expect a longer and much more 
tortuous journey to Morrisons through an even bigger housing estate, ... and much higher levels of traffic heading 
towards Stony Stratford, Wolverton and North MK. (Kiln Farm and Stacey Bushes industrial estates etc.).  Access to 
Whaddon needs to be considered in its entirety.  A possible closure of Coddimoor Lane could mean that everybody 
uses the tortuous new SP route into MK or to gain access to the A421.  Without data on such possible impacts, how 
can residents be expected to fully participate in a public consultation exercise? 
Alternatively, perhaps closing Shenley Road, making it 'cycles only' would mean Coddimoor Lane becoming the only 
way into Whaddon from the A421? ...... but surely that would worsen by far the rat-running? Now is the time to think 
about this!  This is a 'serious concern' and the Inspector should insist on 'someone having to provide sensible answers 
to a really difficult problem,
and undertake the detailed traffic analysis to justify if mitigation can indeed work'.  Coddimoor Lane currently joins the 
A421 at a very busy roundabout. Traffic congestion into MK is a major problem at peak travel times and during bad 
weather.  Many accidents have occurred in this vicinity (both on the A421 and along Coddimoor Lane) in recent years. 
The roundabout is already hard to access at peak times during the day. Parents will find it increasingly difficult when 
delivering to, and collecting their children from the Primary School and Playgroup.  There is almost universal agreement 
(at least by Whaddon and MK residents) that the A421 is already over capacity - especially during peak times.  It 
cannot be right that developers do not have to concern themselves with this problem, because all they need to do is 
demonstrate that their new homes will 'consume their own smoke', and provide improvements that will deal only with 
their extra generated traffic levels.  Government and Local Authorities have long argued and insisted that 'Infrastructure 
must come before development'. Surely, common sense dictates that before new homes of this number can be built, 
the existing roads must be improved.
SP has no easy access to rail stations. Both MK and Bletchley stations would be 6km away.  These are all hugely 
important questions to Whaddon residents who have endured 30 plus years of 'year on year' increases of traffic through 
two conservation areas, and past the village primary school and play group. WPC believe these are critical questions 
that should have been addressed by both AVDC and MKC at an earlier stage - but they have not. This makes the plan 
very 'unsound' especially as the two authorities use different traffic modelling techniques - neither of which look at the 
impact of major growth on the surrounding rural road network.

Whaddon residents also need to know exactly how, when and from where the new site will be accessed.  It was 
originally suggested by AVDC in late July 2019, that there would be a new roundabout along the A421 by Wood Pond 
Farm, and that the length of the A421 between there and the Bottledump roundabout would be dualled.  It now appears 
that further traffic analysis is required before this can be confirmed - and indeed if dualling is needed at all. Whatever 
happens there will be major disruption/closures on the A421, so how will any diversions impact on Whaddon?  The 
A421 is already heavily overloaded at peak times, and it is clear to many that any dualling (if considered necessary) 
must extend at least to the existing Whaddon roundabout (and possibly beyond towards Buckingham) to avoid further 
'backing up' of traffic, which inevitably leads to impatient drivers joining the rat-running traffic through Whaddon village.  
These major decisions and 'further traffic investigations' must be undertaken and resolved BEFORE the site is 
allocated in the Local Plan, and MUST NOT be allowed to wait until the later Supplemental and Detailed planning 
stages.  It is not just at peak travel times when the traffic queues up on entering and exiting MK at Bottledump 
roundabout, it is becoming an 'all day' event especially on wet, frosty, and misty days.  If the Oxford - Cambridge 
Expressway does not go ahead or is seriously delayed (as some predict), then without major improvements (or full 
dualling between MK and Buckingham) the extra 3000 houses proposed can only exacerbate the current and very 
serious capacity and safety problems on the A421. WPC believes that no more houses should be allowed onto the 
A421 until all these concerns are fully investigated, resolved and the necessary improvement works fully completed.  It 
is worth repeating that developers overcome 'existing capacity' problems, because their housing estates need only 
show necessary improvements that will overcome the extra traffic problems that their houses generate (i.e. they must 
'consume their own smoke').  It must be wrong that they can simply ignore existing problems and current congestion.  
WPC repeats, "What has happened to the much proclaimed Government mantra that says 'I before E' (Infrastructure 
before expansion)?
If SP is not to be developed, then the additional housing should go to Eaton Leys (EL).
Bucks CC, in response to an AVDC request, have stated "The DS4 scenario - with Shenley Park removed and 1200 
dwellings at Eaton Leys has the least impact on the Buckinghamshire highway network". (enquiry document no:- 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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ED215A)  Why then, have AVDC chosen to ignore this advice?
EL, even to an untrained eye, is a totally obvious and logical 'infill site' that would sensibly 'round off' the eastern side of 
MK. The total site lies within and is fully contained by the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass, meaning that there will be no 
encroachment into open countryside beyond. The A4146 will then clearly define a long lasting and permanent edge to 
the east of Milton Keynes.
The MKC/AVDC administrative boundary cuts the full EL site roughly in half.  Just under half the total site lies in the 
MKC district, but the larger part stands within AVDC.  The AVDC half of the site stands within the Brickhills Area of 
attractive Landscape (AAL), despite the A4146 being constructed through it some years ago, but for some reason - and 
this can only be based on historic district boundary lines, the MKC part was never covered by the same designation, 
despite there being little or no difference on the ground in visual or landscape terms.  Given that MKC have recently 
granted planning consent for some 600 new homes on their half of the site, despite it now abutting the Brickhills AAL, 
and having little or no different landscape from the AVDC half of the site, why will AVDC not remove their half of the 
overall site from the Landscape Designation and consider this site for 1150 new homes? It is after all, contained within 
the A4146 Fenny Stratford bypass, and the original AAL Landscape Designation was defined only by a district 
boundary and an outer road boundary, being that of the old A4146 to Leighton Buzzard.
Building work has very recently commenced on the MKC half of the site by Barratt Homes, with a new access currently 
being constructed on the A4146. An earlier planning application to build homes on the AVDC half of the site in 2015 
was withdrawn due to lack of AVDC support, despite indications (WPC believe) that no physical obstacles to 
development existed.  Surely, following the MKC decision and with the Barratt Homes development proceeding, there 
would be minimal impact on the remaining Brickhill Local Landscape Area due to the site containment of the A4146 
road.
Common sense dictates that obvious infill sites should be chosen before despoiling virgin countryside, especially when 
the alternative SP site would mean crossing the North Bucks Way - a strong and defensible landscape barrier. 
The entire EL site has close links to Fenny Stratford amenities and Bletchley Railway Station.   New or improved 
footpath and redway links are planned, or are already being enhanced. Much has been written or talked about 
'Bletchley Regeneration'. These two sites together could surely help this ambition and be considered for, and contribute 
towards, the ongoing 'Overall Regeneration Plan'.  Areas of regeneration are often favourably regarded for financial 
support?
There are excellent traffic routes to CMK (10km), the A4146 Stoke Hammond/Leighton Buzzard bypass (1.5km), M1 
(10km), A5 (1.5km) and Bletchley (3.5km). Compare these with Shenley Park!
Railway stations are easily accessible with Bletchley just 3.5km away and Bow Brickhill 3km. whilst Leighton Buzzard 
and MK Central are within easy driving distance.  A primary school site would be made available, with secondary stage 
students attending existing schools where there are free places. Obviously housing numbers at this site are too low for 
a new upper school to be included, but a new school will be provided in the proposed MK Eastern Expansion area, and 
financial contributions could possibly make accommodation available there?  For the first time public access would be 
gained to the eastern bank of the River Ouzel, with this very important public open space being passed to Parks Trust 
to extend their existing interests in this area.  
This major resource together with extended green corridors through the site would greatly improve biodiversity and 
guarantee its future as an important wildlife and recreational area, subject to proper development funding 
arrangements, securing long term maintenance of this valuable area.
AVDC's reference to 'Strategic Flood Risk' as part of their overall site appraisals would appear to relate to this site, 
being the only one with river frontage.  The exploratory planning application 4 years ago (MKC ref : 15/01533/OUTEIS), 
raised a 'no objection' response from the Environment Agency and the Lead Local Flood Authority, so perhaps AVDC 
should explain their 'concern'.
THEREFORE, why was an extension to Eaton Leys not considered the most suitable site? 

Change to Plan Policy MM076 needs to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of the VALP occurs, Eaton Leys, Bletchley or 
Salden Chase, Newton Longville should be considered as a sustainable replacement for Shenley Park. Ideally, 
alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale - thereby helping that 
town's sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Shenley Park (SP) was not included in the November 2017 'Proposed Submission' version of the Vale of Aylesbury 
Local Plan (VALP), so Whaddon Parish Council and residents have been completely denied the opportunity to properly 
debate and cross examine AVDC's decision to choose SP.  The proposed expansion provides for no natural/effective 
barrier to continued eastward expansion around Whaddon.  There are serious concerns over impacts on biodiversity 
and landscape amenity as well potentially very serious safety concerns arising from the likely increase in traffic through 
Whaddon village.  AVDC has not explained the inadequate consideration given to development at Eaton Leys.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I am writing to register my views on the VALP Main Modifications. I think the public examination should be re-opened 
for reasons set out below.

Traffic in the area is already well over what the roads can take, with long traffic jams on the A421 at rush hour. Building 
large new developments without carrying out volume of traffic studies and analysis will lead to further chaos on the 
already busy roads. I feel that I am having to state the obvious! (MM007, 010, 076)

I live in Newton Longville which is a village mentioned in the Domesday Book, so think it only proper and right that this 
ancient village should not be engulfed by mass building. I understand that there is a protection policy in place for 
villages around Aylesbury, but it appears there is no protection for villages situated in the north of Aylesbury Vale, this 
is just not fair.(MM013, 014,031)

The extra strain put on Health Service provision does not appear to have been remotely addressed. It is already very 
difficult to get a doctor's appointment, a normal waiting period for routine appointments is 3 - 5 weeks, and there has 
been no mention of opening any new GP surgeries. Any visit or admittance to Milton Keynes Hospital shows the 
enormous pressure their resources are already under without further influx of people. There will be extra strain put on 
all the emergency services and waste disposal. (MM007, 010, 076)

AVDC appears not to care that all the strain of sustaining the above mentioned services will fall on MKC due to the 
proximity of the new developments to Milton Keynes. The system here is already under enormous pressure and will not 
be able to uphold services to an acceptable level and quality of life will be diminished for residents - a backward 
step.(MM070, 076)

It appears that AVDC allows planning consent for huge developments in our area because they can wash their hands 
of providing the services needed to sustain such vast developments.

Change to Plan Not Provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Traffic in the area is already well over what the roads can take, with long traffic jams on the A421 at rush hour. Building 
large new developments without carrying out volume of traffic studies and analysis will lead to further chaos on the 
already busy roads. I feel that I am having to state the obvious!

Respondent: Joy Arnold [32960] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
1. Shenley Park was only included at this late stage by way of 'modification'. It is, however,  evident that AVDC's 
decision to prefer Shenley Park over the two competing sites (Eaton Leys & SaIden Chase) was taken without allowing 
for a full hearing of the parties affected by the proposed site allocation. This lack of consultation denied Whaddon 
Parish Council and local residents the opportunity to properly examine, scrutinize and discuss Shenley Park and its 
impact. Importantly, thi also prevented a due & proper comparison testing of the three potential allocation sites. This is
 unfair and the modifications are not adequately
justified. I ask the Inspector to open a further hearing session at the end of the consultation period to rectify this defect,
 which could otherwise render the final plan unsound and therefore, potentially, unlawful.
2. The proposed modifications were made by AVDC without complying with its 'Duty to Cooperate' with the adjoining 
authority (being MKC). Whilst AVDC stated that it kept MKC informed, no records or minutes have been provided to 
evidence effective discussions or proper joint working. It was acknowledged by MKC at the Full Council Meeting on 23 
Oct 2019 that a failure to cooperate had occurred. This breach of Government guidelines and national policy may affect 
the soundness of the plan. I therefore ask the Inspector to reopen the hearing sessions to allow AVDC to adequately 
respond.
2.1. This failure to cooperate is particularly concerning as the AVDC Local Plan fails to take into account the strategies 
stated in the MKC Local Plan, in particular in terms of MK's proposed development areas, infrastructure, accessibility 
and biodiversity aims.
This casts serious doubt on the effectiveness of the AVDC Local Plan where it is not
aligned with the MKC Local Plan.
2.2. Further issues arise in respect of the proposed distribution of S 106 payments, or indeed the complete lack of 
discussion regarding CIL payments. All three proposed sites are located in immediate proximity of Milton Keynes. As a 
result, residents will primarily use MK's public services, in particular for healthcare, policing, ambulance, fire services, 
education etc. This was even acknowledged in the proposed modification MM076. Yet, the AVDC Local Plan fails to 
address or mitigate the respective strain on MK's infrastructure. In fact, there is a fundamental mismatch between the 
two local authorities' treatment of developer's contributions: Whilst MKC operates a tariff system  under the CIL regime 
(with a guaranteed amount paid per dwelling), AVDC have not yet started preparing for the adoption of CIL; this is only 
expected to commence .afm[ the Local Plan is adopted. Instead, AVDC rely on the S106 method which is open to
developer debate and challenge, therefore potentially delaying the Local Plan's delivery.
And yet, this discrepancy was not remedied by way of 'proper joint working'. I therefore ask the Inspector to re-open the
 hearing to allow for full discussion of the above points.
3. AVDC uses the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as main evidence for its decision to favour Shenley Park over suitable 
alternatives at Eaton Leys and Salden Chase. However, it
appears that the SA fails to adequately discuss and appraise some important aspects of Shenley Park in terms of 
landscape, traffic & highways and biodiversity, therefore casting serious doubt on the completeness and effectiveness 
of the document. Importantly, the document completely omits the importance of the North Bucks Way (Bridleway). This 
is not justified. Without duly considering the importance of this ancient landscape boundary,
natural habitat and wildlife corridor, the report's soundness is seriously jeopardised, in particular its reasoning and 
conclusions regarding the sites' landscape and biodiversity aspects. I therefore urge the Inspector to re-open the 
hearing to be able to adequately discuss and assess the impact of interrupting the North Bucks Way by the proposed 
grid road extensions.

Change to Plan Modifications MM070,MM071, MM075 and MM076 need to be deleted from the VALP before adoption of VALP occurs. 
Eaton Leys, Bletchley or Solden Chase, Newton L.should be considered as to sustainability replacement for Shenley 
Park. Ideally, alternative sustainable sites should be identified closer to the larger towns within Aylesbury Vale. Thereby 
helping that towns sustainability and economy rather than that of Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object to MM70, MM071, MM075 and MM076 in respect of Shenley Park given that:
1) The modification were made  without due consultation of the affected parties
thereby preventing a proper comparison testing of the three potential sites(E.Leys, Saldon Chase and Shenley Park).
2. AVDC failed to comply with its duty to cooperate with the adjoining authority MKC in interest of i)local planning aims 
and ii) developer's contributions
3. The SA appears to be incomplete, jeopardising the report soundness and validity of its consultation.

Respondent: Miss Marlen Lawrent [32961] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I would like to record my objections with you on the Main Modifications to VALP. I've included the 'MM' numbers to 
make the match easier to various modifications. It is a complex document.
I think the public examination should be formally re-opened. There are many reasons; these are detailed below.
The effect of Transport for Shenley Park, Whaddon have not been properly modelled or considered, if they are 
estimated in a similar method to Salden Chase. Each morning and evening, the long traffic jams along or near the 
A421 show that the roads near west MK are full. This is before Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead have been completed. 
If there is any new build at Salden Chase, or Whaddon, it will just get much worse. The traffic jams will get longer. A 
proper defendable traffic analysis must be completed before an approval is given. Infrastructure before expansion 
would be the only way considered way forward. Unfortunately, this does not seem to be part of the process and plan. It 
must be addressed. (MM007, 010, 076)
There does not seem to be a proper review and assessment of the provision of public services such as Health 
Services. The increased demand on NHS, emergency services and waste disposal have not been properly considered. 
(MM007, 010, 076)
How to avoid Coalescence does not appear to have been clearly defined for Mursley, Newton Longville or Far 
Bletchley. There needs to be proper detail on how this will be avoided. There is only a brief mention that it will be 
avoided, but not how. (MM013, 014, 031)
As we know from the rejection of Salden Chase by Milton Keynes Council, simply being close to Milton Keynes makes 
not make a development sustainable. All the social and infrastructure burden will be on MK rather than Aylesbury Vale. 
These proposed expansions do not detail how they will be made sustainable so currently reduce sustainability and 
reduces quality of life. (MM070, 076)
The recently agreed development at Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. The site promoters are planning for 
1,800 houses. I cannot see any provision for a secondary school in compliance with Bucks County Council policy. See 
the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. (MM076)
I think there is a legal requirement to have consulted and co-operated with adjacent planning bodies. It does not looks 
like this happened as there does not seem to be compliance with the adopted policies in the Plan:MK for development. 
As mentioned above, the motions passed by the full council of Milton Keynes Council about both Salden Chase and 
"Shenley Park" at Whaddon raise serious questions about AVDC's compliance with the 'Duty to Cooperate.' (MM072 to 
076)
For all the above reasons I wish to object to the VALP Main Modifications, especially about Newton Longville and ask 
that the public examination be reopened.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
The recently agreed development at Shenley Park refers to "at least 1,150" houses. The site promoters are planning for 
1,800 houses. I cannot see any provision for a secondary school in compliance with Bucks County Council policy. See 
the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum. (MM076)
I think there is a legal requirement to have consulted and co-operated with adjacent planning bodies.

Respondent: Mr John Collinge [30996] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3663 - 32955 - MM076 - i, ii, iii, iv

3663 Object

MM076VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Council modification to add the new site D-WHA001 is not properly justified by evidence.
The selection of this site over the more extensive allocation at Salden Chase is not justified by sound evidence. The 
landscape appraisal (Landscape and Visual Appraisal Capacity Comparison Assessment) considered a different parcel 
of
land with significantly more mitigation than that allocated. It is not the correct or proportionate evidence base. The SA 
disagreed with the conclusion of the landscape assessment.
In addition, the landscape appraisal did not consider the more logical development at Salden Chase, promoted by this 
objector keeping all development north of the natural ridge of Weasle Lane that avoided the higher land with extensive
views south of the and they chose an irregular parcel shape, that does not reflect the grid pattern of MK.
The new policy again shows the flawed thinking that fails to embrace the transformational growth agenda. The new 
areas of the city should not be considered as extensions or 'bolt-ons' but properly integrated neighbourhoods designed 
to work with the original masterplan concept. The AVDC plan modifications do not do this, this site D-WHA001 is a 
poorly planned 'bolt on' rather than part of the strategic vision for the city in an expanded arc of development.
This is yet again an example of piecemeal planning that has dogged the proper planning of the area for the past 
decade since the demise of the South East Plan.c

Change to Plan Revisit the allocations for Milton Keynes to reflect MK Future 2050 and aspirations for EW rail and the NIC growth arc
aspirations. However, it is difficult to see, given the clear direction by the Inspector from the interim findings, how a fair
and reasonable assessment of the site options can proceed. The lack of consultation about the additional work and
evidence presented has denied the representor's legitimate interests and involvement in the plan preparation. It is not
clear why the comparative landscape assessment chose the three sites and their boundaries. This should have been 
subject to public consultation. This makes the evidence base questionable and any recommendations that flow from it 
flawed and challengeable. What is required is a move away from the piecemeal planning that has dogged MK for the 
last decade and return to strategic thinking and planning. At the very least the broad direction of growth needs to be 
identified for any allocated
site to fit within to meet the National Planning Policy Framework

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary:

This site allocation is not effective and not justified by evidence as the evidence was flawed and partial, it is not 
positively prepared, and it is inconsistent with National Policy. The sustainability appraisal carried out to look at the 
three sites concluded that Shenley Park did not necessarily follow as the most suitable or sustainable overall. Shenley 
Park performed poorly in respect of community objectives.
The choice of sites for assessment in the sustainability appraisal is not justified. Yet it was selected in preference to a 
more extensive allocation at Salden Chase.

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

COMPLETED response form - MM076.pdf

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: MM076 must be deleted from the VALP before adoption. This is not a appropriate area as it will destroy the village of 
Whaddon. This has not been discussed appropriately.
We already have over 2,000 cars passing through the village daily and our small village cannnot cope. 
Shenley Park wasn't included in Nov 2017 Plan (VALP) therefore a breach of NPPF paragraphs 158 & 182. Unfair and 
unjust to introduce Shenley Park late in discussions therefore hearing should be re-opened at the end. Damage to 
landscape & biodiversity. No infrastructure to support such a big development. Insufficient consultation.
Wildlife must be protected/open spaces protected, Whaddon protected.

Change to Plan Other areas should be considered e.g. Eaton Leys, Bletchley. Salden Chase or Newton Longville but preferably 
another area where the infrastructure can cope & town benefit therefore MM076 must be deleted from VALP and must 
not be allowed to ruin this outstanding area of natural beauty.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Protect Whaddon and surrounding area and wildlife.
MM076 - area not appropriate for development as the village of Whaddon would not cope. It already has over 2,000 
cars travelling through daily. No infrastructure, damage to landscape, biodiversity. Should be near a railway station.

Respondent: Mrs Jill  Aitken [32680] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: MM079's removal of the singular word 'or' is significant when considering proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic 
settlements, larger villages and medium villages. In light of this modification, for those sites without extant planning 
permission, not allocated within the Local Plan, or a made Neighbourhood Plan, proposals will only be allowed "where 
the council's monitoring of delivery across the district shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the 
expected rate, and where the proposals are for small-scale areas of land." 

It appears that the intention of the council within this policy is to afford additional flexibility in the event of delayed 
delivery within the District; however, the removal of the word 'or' essentially limits the opportunity for medium sites to be 
permitted in these settlements, stifling such flexibility. Crucially, the precedent set by this modification fails to accord to 
the principles of the NPPF. Specifically, paragraph 67 outlines that local planning authorities "should identify a sufficient 
supply and mix of sites", with paragraph 68 stating that "small and medium sized sites can make an important 
contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively quickly."

In contrast to the apparent intention to promote flexibility in the District's housing supply, MM079 would promote an 
over-reliance on both large sites (as allocated through the Local Plan in its current form) and very small sites should the 
District's housing needs not be met through committed or allocated sites. Critically, this does not take into 
consideration the potential scale of non-delivery should any of the strategic allocations fail to deliver in line with the 
delivery trajectory set out in the Local Plan. Simply, should a singular strategic site stall, the delivery from "small-scale 
areas of land" would be insufficient to meet the residual shortfall. 

Therefore, the Local Plan should seek to accommodate further development in medium and large villages, in 
accordance with the District's settlement hierarchy. As discussed above, the Settlement Hierarchy set out in Table 2 
(as amended through MM012) defines medium villages as having "some provision of key services and facilities, making 
them moderately sustainable locations for development." In this light, Table 2 states that "the plan allocates some sites 
at medium villages." Bovis Homes welcomes the amendments made through MM012, but feels that the application of 
this Settlement Hierarchy through the allocations proposed within the VALP is not consistent with these statements.

Change to Plan Amend text to enable opportunity for non-allocated sites to be permitted at strategic settlements, larger villages and 
medium villages where it is demonstrated that allocated sites are not being delivered at the expected rate.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The removal of the singular word 'or' is significant when considering proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic 
settlements, larger villages and medium villages. As a result, proposals will only be allowed "where the council's 
monitoring of delivery across the district shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the expected rate, and 
where the proposals are for small-scale areas of land." This essentially limits the opportunity for medium sites to be 
permitted in these settlements, stifling flexibility. Crucially, the precedent set by this modification fails to accord to the 
principles of the NPPF paragraph 67.

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan Return wording to that previously published by replacing 'and' with 'or'

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Proposed change to supporting text does not match the text of policy D2

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Figar Land Limited.

Change to Plan In order to reflect a positively prepared and sound Plan, and to address the Inspector's
comments, my client suggest that the following revised wording be used in place of the
wording proposed by MM079:
'Sites allocated in this Plan, in a made Neighbourhood Plan or committed by planning permission will
normally deliver the district's required level of growth in full. Proposals for development in other
locations will be determined on the basis of the policies within this Plan and made Neighbourhood
plans. In order to ensure that continued, appropriate and sustainable growth is secured over the
entirety of the Plan period, where the Council's monitoring of delivery across the district shows that
the allocated sites are not being delivered at the expected rate, proposals for non-allocated sites at
strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages will be determined in accordance with Policy
D3. Proposals will need to be accompanied by evidence demonstrating how the site can be delivered in
a timely manner and meet all of the criteria in the Policy below.'

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The phrase 'small-scale areas of land' is taken to refer only to part 1 of the policy, but the inclusion of the 'and' implies it 
is now part of the test for both parts 1 and 2. This is confusing and contradicts part e. of the policy, 'be of a scale and in 
a location that is in keeping with the existing form of the settlement'. Reference to 'small-scale areas of land' should be 
deleted or clarification added that this only relates to part 1. 
Any development determined in line with D3 would still be on the basis of 'the policies in the Plan', and therefore not 
exceptional (officer summary)

Respondent: LDA Design (Mr David Bell) [29603] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29603 Bell, David - LDA Design_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2742 - 29570 - MM080 - i, ii, iii, iv

2742 Object

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Policy D2 (Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages) is partly 
aimed to be a positive response in circumstances when the VALP fails to be delivering housing as anticipated and 
instances where allocated sites do not come forward at all or at the rate expected in the housing trajectory. 
However, the modification as proposed is not positively prepared, nor justified, and would result in conflicts with made 
Neighbourhood Plans which define settlement boundaries in a less rigid way and restrictive way.  Some neighbourhood 
plans define settlement boundaries to simply delineate between built form and open countryside, whilst others are silent 
on what decision makers do with proposed development outside of settlement boundaries.  Where housing delivery 
across the district shows that allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated rate, Policy D2 would result in an 
unnecessary further hurdle in bringing sustainable development forward to compensate, particularly as it would be 
much more restrictive than many existing neighbourhood plans.  Criteria C fails to recognise the different interpretation 
and policy wording of settlement boundaries in various neighbourhood plans in the district.
In order for Policy D2 to be effective Criteria C should be amended to ensure sustainable development located within or 
adjacent to existing settlement boundaries in made neighbourhood plan areas is supported.  Given the development 
plan as a whole would be the VALP and neighbourhood plans read together, if there is a failure in meeting the required 
needs during the life of the plan period, it would require a more flexible and positive approach to Policy D2 than what is 
being proposed, particularly in light of many sustainable large and medium villages either preparing or having made a 
neighbourhood plan.  
Policy D2, as proposed with main modifications, would therefore be ineffective in positively responding to potential 
failures in housing delivery.

Change to Plan Removal of last part of criteria c under D2 (Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages 
and medium villages), i.e. REMOVE "except where there is a made neighbourhood plan which defines a settlement or 
development boundary, where the site should be located entirely within that settlement boundary".

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Policy D2, as proposed with main modifications, would be ineffective in positively responding to potential failures in 
housing delivery by not making allowances for sustainable sites located outside and adjacent to settlement boundaries 
in made neighbourhood plans.

Respondent: Hollins Strategic Land (Mr Christian Orr) [29570] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2990 - 27458 - MM080 - ii, iv

2990 Object

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: On behalf of my client Arnold White Estates Ltd I attach our representations on the forms provided. I draw your 
attention to the difficulty I have found in making these submissions. The Schedule of Modifications does not show the 
relevant page numbers in the Plan as proposed to be modified, which means cross-referencing is very difficult. For 
example, in the Modifications Schedule MM027 shows a modification to para 4.7 at p62. The Modified Plan shows this 
as para 4.9 at p67. The Modification Schedule and the Modified Plan should have the same page and paragraph 
numbers. Also, for example, there are two Policies D2. In the forms I have sought to group linked Main Modifications on 
one form where a combined response is then provided. Where necessary I have inserted a blank page to 
accommodate text that would not fit within the box provided. I trust all of my text will be captured.

Change to Plan D3 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages
The * qualifying c. should read
*The existing developed footprint is defined as the continuous built form of the village, and generally excludes
remote individual buildings and groups of dispersed buildings. The exclusion covers former agricultural barns
that have been converted, agricultural buildings (but does not preclude permitted development for
converting agricultural buildings to residential - GDPO Class Q 15.4.15) and associated land on the edge of
the village and gardens, paddocks and other undeveloped land within the curtilage of buildings on the edge of
the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding countryside than to the built-up area of the
village.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: MM070 There is a new Policy D2 'Delivering site allocations in the rest of the district' on
p124 of the modified Plan. MM080 This refers also to a different Policy D2 which is actually
Policy D3 in the Modified Plan.
The apparent exclusion of 'agricultural buildings' from being converted (or developed) to
residential is contrary to the GDPO Class Q (15.4.15) which allows conversion up to 5 units
in former agricultural buildings.

Respondent: Arnold White Estates [27458] Agent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Mods November 2019 completed forms.pdf

VALP mods response 1 housing nos MM001, 002, 003 ,010.docx

VALP mods response 2 Review MM004,008, 026.docx

VALP mods response 3 HLS MM025, paras 3.80, 3.83, 3.89, Tables 7, 9.docx

VALP mods response 4 large villages 1 MM011, 012.docx

GP letter 27.11.19 to AVDC on VALP mods.pdf

VALP mods response 5 large villages 2 MM80.docx

VALP mods response 7 AGT2 SW Aylesbury MM041.docx

VALP mods response 6 AGT1 S Aylesbury MM032, 033, 035.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3138 - 29866 - MM080 - None

3138 Support

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The amendment to criteria c) of policy D2 is supported

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3265 - 31567 - MM080 - None

3265 Object

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir / Madam
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN - MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION
Your Ref: 31567
Gleeson Strategic Land Limited and Linden Homes ("hereafter referred to as Gleeson/Linden") control the land edged 
red on the enclosed site plan. We participated in earlier rounds of public consultation for the Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan ("VALP") and now provide our comments on the Main Modifications Consultation.
Policy S2 Spatial strategy for growth
Gleeson/Linden continue to support Policy S2 in terms of its objectives to:
(i) Deliver at least 28,600 new homes; and
(ii) accommodate this development sustainably with a focus on the identified strategic settlements.
In this regard Gleeson / Linden also continue to support the identification of Winslow as one of five key 'strategic 
settlements'. The re-opening of Winslow Railway Station on the 'East-West Rail' line significantly enhances the 
sustainability of Winslow.
However, and whilst housing numbers for four out of these five settlements have been reduced (Aylesbury Garden 
Town aside), we would note that the housing requirement for Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow state that growth 
will be a certain figure, rather than a minimum or 'around' as is the case for Wendover.
On the basis that the aspiration is to deliver at least 28,600 the terminology for these settlements could be interpreted 
as a ceiling. Therefore, for consistency, the figures for all strategic settlements which feed into the overarching housing 
requirement figure should be a minimum or 'around' figure. The policy wording in relation to S2 parts b, c and d should 
therefore be revised as follows:
b. Buckingham will accommodate growth of at least 2,166359 new homes. This growth will enhance the town centre 
and its function as a market town, and will support sustainable economic growth in the north of the district.
c. Haddenham will accommodate growth of at least 1,03251 new homes. This will be supported by infrastructure and 
recognise the important role of Haddenham and
Thame railway station.
d. Winslow will accommodate growth of at least 8971,166 new homes, linked with the development of East-West Rail 
and the new railway station in Winslow
Policy D3 Proposal for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages
This policy sets out circumstances where development of non-allocated sites will be permitted, listing criteria that need 
to be fulfilled.
The proposed Main Modifications seek to insert the word 'Exceptionally' at the start of the supporting paragraph relating 
to 'Larger scale development'. However, it is considered that the insertion of this word is unnecessary - the 
circumstances under which further development would be permitted on non-allocated sites is confirmed within the text 
that follows.
We trust that these comments are taken into consideration in the finalising of the VALP.
Yours faithfully
John Smith
Planning Manager

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: This policy sets out circumstances where development of non-allocated sites will be permitted, listing criteria that need 
to be fulfilled.
The proposed Main Modifications seek to insert the word 'Exceptionally' at the start of the supporting paragraph relating 
to 'Larger scale development'. However, it is considered that the insertion of this word is unnecessary - the 
circumstances under which further development would be permitted on non-allocated sites is confirmed within the text 
that follows.

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land (Planning Manager) [31567] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

AVDC Main Modifications 11Dec19_Redacted.pdf

31567 Smith, John - Gleeson.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3451 - 29603 - MM080 - i, iii

3451 Object

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Figar Land Limited.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The addition of the word 'Exceptionally' in Policy D3 implies that even if development
proposals determined in line with Policy D3 meet all of the criteria c - h, then it would still only be granted 
'exceptionally'. This is unclear and unnecessary. Policy wording already includes the word 'only'.
My client is supportive of the change to the wording of criterion c.
(officer summary)

Respondent: LDA Design (Mr David Bell) [29603] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29603 Bell, David - LDA Design_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3506 - 32962 - MM080 - i, iii

3506 Object

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Proposed changes to Policy D3 Part 2(c)
be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement or complement the strategic 
opportunities for growth at North East Aylesbury Vale * except where there is a made neighbourhood plan which 
includes defines a settlement or development boundary, where the site is should be located entirely within that 
settlement boundary

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The principle of the proposed Modification is supported given the need to meet additional requirements for growth. This 
seeks to introduce some flexibility for the delivery of larger scale development at Larger Villages and Medium Villages 
where other allocations are not delivered as expected. It is suggested that additional flexibility is incorporated into policy 
wording to reflect the circumstances of our client's strategic opportunity at Park Manor.
The suggested Modifications fail to reflect the priorities and opportunities for this part of the plan area, and do not 
provide a clear direction for how policies for non-allocated sites might be assessed.

Respondent: Barratt Homes [32962] Agent: Graham Bloomfield [32940]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FINAL 11.18.JG.BU5221-2PS Valp Main Mods Reps obo Barratt Homes vf1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3551 - 29224 - MM080 - iii

3551 Object

MM080VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments

Change to Plan Replace "village" with "settlement" (twice) in footnote to Policy D2.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: The footnote to policy D2 refers (twice) to "villages" when the policy covers towns a well as villages. The footnote 
should therefore refer (twice) to "settlement" rather than "village".

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29224 Vowles, David - AVDC typed version.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 1 - 18 Nov 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 2 - 2 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3294 - 32064 - MM081 - None

3294 Object

MM081VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I am submitting objections on behalf of the Rosemary Lane Action Group to Main Modifications 085 and 081. We 
consider that the allocations are unsound because they are not adequately justified, not effective and inconsistent with 
national policy.

MM085 Haddenham site allocation
The Rosemary Lane Action Group objected to this proposed site allocation and gave evidence at the examination-in-
public. The Group contends that the allocation is unsound because it is not adequately justified, not effective and 
inconsistent with national policy. Our objection is based on conflict with the neighbourhood plan, adverse impact on 
heritage assets, adverse landscape impact, an unsustainable location not well related to shops and services in 
Haddenham, loss of best and most versatile agricultural land and concerns over flooding and traffic impact.
The Rosemary Lane Action Group objects to the proposed increase in the size of the allocation site from 10ha to 
13.5ha. This increase in size compounds the force of our objections because more land is allocated for unsound 
development in an unsustainable location with all of the adverse impacts set out in our earlier representations.
The only justification for the proposed changes is stated in the Sustainability Appraisal to be to ensure consistency with 
the submitted planning application. The Rosemary Lane Action Group contends that this is an unjustified basis for 
making changes to a plan when the planning application has not been considered by committee and could well be 
refused permission. We have objected to the planning application on various grounds including its prematurity in 
advance of the Local Plan being adopted.
MM081, paragraph 4.124
The Rosemary Lane Action Group objects to the consequential changes proposed to paragraph 4.124 which is 
amended to reflect the proposed increase in site size and change to the number of proposed dwellings. The text 
asserts that VALP reflects the need for housing delivery whilst not undermining the aims of neighbourhood plans. The 
proposed site allocation scored poorly in the site selection exercise for the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan and is 
unsound and unjustified.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Rosemary Lane Action Group objects to the consequential changes proposed to paragraph 4.124 which is 
amended to reflect the proposed increase in site size and change to the number of proposed dwellings. The text 
asserts that VALP reflects the need for housing delivery whilst not undermining the aims of neighbourhood plans. The 
proposed site allocation scored poorly in the site selection exercise for the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan and is 
unsound and unjustified.

Respondent: Rosemary Lane Action Group (Mr Peter 

Weatherhead) [32064]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2786 - 32630 - MM082 - ii

2786 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The objections are based on the change to 'at least 130 homes', which brings into consideration my issues regarding 
not abiding by the calling in and refusal of planning for BU043 by the secretary of State and the traffic problems that will 
result from this development. Please see attachment for a more detailed information.

Change to Plan BUC043 should be deleted from the plan with the much need development to take place to the south of Buckingham, 
which will resolve the issues raised in the objection.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The objections are based on the change to 'at least 130 homes', which brings into consideration my issues regarding 
not abiding by the calling in and refusal of planning for BU043 by the secretary of State and the traffic problems that will 
result from this development. Please see attachment for a more detailed information.

Respondent: Mr Charlie Hedges [32630] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Objections to Strategic Delivery.pdf

32630 Hedges, Charlie parking letter redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2802 - 29922 - MM082 - None

2802 Support

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We note that changes are proposed in relation to site specific requirements relating to water supply and Buckingham 
Waste Water Treatment Works for site allocation BUC043. Reference to the public sewerage network for surface water 
flows has also been removed. 

These changes would address our previous comments relating to site allocation BUC043 and are fully supported.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We note that changes are proposed in relation to site specific requirements relating to water supply and Buckingham 
Waste Water Treatment Works for site allocation BUC043. Reference to the public sewerage network for surface water 
flows has also been removed. 

These changes would address our previous comments relating to site allocation BUC043 and are fully supported.

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison 

Manager) [29922]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2935 - 30444 - MM082 - i, iii

2935 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: BTC believe that this will not be sufficient to alleviate the traffic problems. There is inconsistency within VALP in that 
Silverstone is stated to be a major employment site, but given the condition of the roads from Buckingham to 
Silverstone, it is likely that employees will attempt to access via the A43 - this would take traffic through the town, and a 
filter lane at the A422 roundabout would not assist. The BTS also does not explain how traffic using Mill Lane accessed 
through Maids Moreton will be alleviated or the road upgraded to cope with this or the new development at Maids 
Moreton. It should be dependent on further traffic modelling in the same manner as BUC051.

Change to Plan It is not clear what "appropriate elements" refers to.  Further modelling is required to clearly define appropriate 
elements, which are consistent with the remainder of the Plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: Insufficient to alleviate traffic problems. There is inconsistency within VALP: Silverstone is stated to be a major 
employment site, but given condition of roads from Buckingham to Silverstone, it is possible employees will attempt to 
access via A43 - this would take traffic through the town; a filter lane at the A422 roundabout would not assist. BTS 
also does not explain how traffic using Mill Lane, accessed through Maids Moreton, will be alleviated or road upgraded 
to cope with this or development at Maids Moreton. It should be dependent on further traffic modelling in the same 
manner as BUC051.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2937 - 30444 - MM082 - i, ii, iii

2937 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: (i)Unclear as to the relevance of the neighbourhood development plan being in the early stages of review. This would 
seem to have no bearing and at worst, appears to assume that settlement boundary might change to accommodate 
this development which is presumptuous.
(ii) Site D-BUC043 is also outside of the settlement boundary in the BNDP - the site details above do not include this 
statement. This may be misleading to the effect that the proposed site lies within this boundary. Either this statement 
needs to be omitted here, or it should also be included as regards BUC043.

Change to Plan Either this statement needs to be omitted here, or it should also be included as regards BUC043.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: (i)Unclear as to the relevance of the neighbourhood development plan being in the early stages of review. This would 
seem to have no bearing and at worst, appears to assume that settlement boundary might change to accommodate 
this development which is presumptuous.
(ii) Site D-BUC043 is also outside of the settlement boundary in the BNDP - the site details above do not include this 
statement. This may be misleading to the effect that the proposed site lies within this boundary. Either this statement 
needs to be omitted here, or it should also be included as regards BUC043.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2997 - 32733 - MM082 - None

2997 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This allocation is likely to have a visual impact upon the setting of Stowe historic pleasure grounds and park. Whilst 
policy criterion (b) is supported which requires a landscape-led approach to development, it is considered that the 
impact on the setting of this Grade I registered park and garden is not fully accounted for within the policy wording 
contrary to paragraph 194 (b) of the NPPF.

Change to Plan We therefore require criterion (a) to be amended to 'Provision of at least 130 dwellings at a density that takes account 
of the adjacent settlement character and identity and protects the setting of Stowe Park and Gardens'.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: This allocation is likely to have a visual impact upon the setting of Stowe historic pleasure grounds and park. Whilst 
policy criterion (b) is supported which requires a landscape-led approach to development, it is considered that the 
impact on the setting of this Grade I registered park and garden is not fully accounted for within the policy wording 
contrary to paragraph 194 (b) of the NPPF.

Respondent: National Trust (Ms Katy Wiseman) [32733] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3134 - 29866 - MM082 - None

3134 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan Revised wording
The site is expected to be delivered in full between 2019-24.
m. Amenity land which is to be provided with a NEAP and LEAP with sports pitches. The amenity land, subject to 
agreement, would be transferred to the Town Council, or other appropriate body, following a maintenance period and a 
commuted sum paid to the Town Council, or other appropriate body for the upkeep of that land. In the event a transfer 
cannot be agreed the owner shall thereafter maintain or procure the maintenance of the amenity land.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Time of delivery should be brought forward and overly onerous criteria m) on open space maintenance should be 
revised

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3135 - 29866 - MM082 - None

3135 Support

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support criteria l.

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3369 - 29535 - MM082 - i, ii, iii, iv

3369 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3369 - 29535 - MM082 - i, ii, iii, iv

3369 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3369 - 29535 - MM082 - i, ii, iii, iv

3369 Object

MM082VALP Main Modifications

or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan In order to ensure that the plan is effective, justified and positively planned, then changes to the VALP (as proposed to 
be amended by the Main Modifications) need to take place.
HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies in relation to 
BUC043 and BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either of 
those policies sound, nor MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the 
Buckingham and Maids Moreton allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to 
the transport impacts of each allocation. It is simply not right that BUC051 has been deallocated whilst others remain 
with no adequate evidence base and an inadequate Sustainability Appraisal process.
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered.
As is identified in the BTS and IDP the WLR will be funded on a contribution basis. To ensure the effectiveness of the 
Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to maximise 
contributions through further allocations. Specifically in this regard, HLM(B) would anticipate the need for:
* The reinstatement of BUC051;
* The inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure
* The inclusion of BUC025 instead of BUC051 (should that not be reinstated).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) are insufficient to make either 
policy sound, nor MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and 
Maids Moreton allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision 
by which time there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each 
allocation. Even if the Inspector is satisfied with the evidence base there remains the question of how the identified 
mitigation strategy will be delivered.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: The removal of this site is based on flawed and incomplete evidence in the view of the Buckingham Town Council, 
which means that it is not soundly based on evidence. The implications of the removal of this site for VALP have not 
been reflected in the rest of the document and which makes the Plan unsound through lack of internal consistency.

1. AVDC's justification for removal of site.

1.1 In Paragraph 2 there appears to be an incorrect assumption made regarding other sites in the BNDP [Site 
references are those of the BNDP]. To quote ED 215B -"The reserved allocated site, Site M, will only be required if one 
or more of the allocated sites with a total of 80 outstanding units is not brought forward before 2025." It is then stated 
that the council is confident that Sites G & I (having an allocation of 400 & 100 respectively) will be brought forward by 
then.

1.2 Site G (400) has indeed been brought forward and is under construction, along with site H (50) homes as part of the 
St Rumbold's Fields development.

1.3 It is noted elsewhere that Sites J (39) & K (28) are unlikely to be brought forward before 2023/2024 and there does 
not seem to be any immediate interest in developing these sites at present. If not brought forward by 2025 these sites 
could contribute to the shortfall of 100 houses which would trigger the release of the Reserve Site.

1.4 It is submitted that it is erroneous to assume that Site I will be brought forward by 2025. The site forms part of the 
Tingewick Road Industrial Estate. Unit A is occupied, and Unit C has been recently renovated and is currently being 
marketed for let. BTC has been in contact with the letting agents who confirmed that their instructions from the owner 
were to let the premises. Given the renovation work, it is perhaps uncertain that the owner intends to sell the land for 
development in the near future.

1.5 There is a good possibility that the Reserve Site would have been triggered in 2025.

1.6 In paragraph 4, reference is made to the Inspector's Interim Findings (August, 2018) in particular paragraph 49 of 
that document.  The Inspector himself will be best placed to know his own meaning here, but it can be read to inquire 
as to why apparently necessary infrastructure to facilitate development is not included in VALP. This paragraph 
appears under the sub-heading Infrastructure and this site is one of a number so identified throughout the district cited 
therein. It is not abundantly clear that this was not simply pointing to the lack of completeness of the draft, rather than 
pointing out the potential non-viability of the site itself, although that appears to be the interpretation that AVDC has 
chosen to place upon it.

1.7 AVDC seeks to rely on the further modelling undertaken by BCC  and the selection of the second option that 
produced, which was to remove the site from VALP . What was not then done was to consider properly where that 
would leave Buckingham as the second settlement during the Plan period. It is true to say that the BNDP has delivered 
significant housing through site allocations that are being developed as well as windfall, brownfield and infill numbers, 
facilitated by the BNDP's policies. The argument based on the available evidence set out in 2 below, demonstrates that 
it should not be Site M alone that is removed but the additional sites allocated by VALP. This leaves Buckingham with 
few options for sustainable growth unless a Western Link Road is part of the infrastructure, and that inability should be 
reflected in the whole of VALP with necessary modifications.

1.8 Again in paragraph 7 of ED215B, AVDC appears to be attributing its reasoning to the words of the Inspector in his 
Interim Findings. Paragraphs 36 & 37 are quoted.  These paragraphs appear under the sub-heading Spatial 
Development Strategy and thus are not necessarily as aligned with paragraph 49 above, as AVDC seems to think. 
Again the Inspector will be best placed to know his own meaning, but the view of BTC is that this is a much wider 
discussion of policy in the context of a need for further housing allocation, and noting that the north of the Vale needed 
to provide housing for workers commuting to Milton Keynes, who would need to commute even further from the 
majority of housing allocation around Aylesbury. It is not necessarily apparent that it was a justification for removing 
housing allocations from Buckingham ( & Winslow and Steeple Claydon) and placing them in North East Aylesbury 
immediately adjacent to Milton Keynes. This is especially so when paragraph 35 of the Interim Findings is read - "Yet 
all three of the northern settlements lie within the Milton Keynes Travel to Work Area and the Milton Keynes Housing 
Market Area."  In paragraph 36, there is an acknowledgement that Buckingham (& Winslow) are attempting to provide 
employment and services to ensure that they do not become dormitory towns for employment. In addition VALP itself 
denotes Silverstone as the major employment centre in the north of the Vale, but is placing a large amount of housing 
at a greater distance from that employment site.

1.9 BTC asserts that this interpretation by AVDC does not bear close scrutiny and thus does not justify the removal of 
site BUC051 in isolation from the rest of VALP as it seeks to do.

2. Specific Evidence as to traffic congestion in Buckingham
2.1 The Buckingham Transport Strategy [BTS] is the main evidence document for transport infrastructure needs in 
Buckingham in the evidence base of VALP.  

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A
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2.2 Although it is stated that further modelling etc will be required, the BTS ranks in terms of priority the Western Link 
Road highest in terms of the goals of the BTS, primarily reduction of town centre congestion as a result of through 
traffic; and the left hand slip lane for A422/A413 roundabout the lowest. 

2.3 In the BTS BUC051 is taken as a commitment and the additional development is at BUC025 [a site further west of 
BUC046 on the A422]; BUC043 [Moreton Road]; BUC046 [Osier Way]. It also assumes that Silverstone Park to the 
north is a future employment centre.

2.4 The additional modelling is supplied by ED 214A & ED 214B, the need for which is stated to have arisen out of a 
discussion at the Public Hearings in July 2018. 

2.5 The conclusion is that a Western Link Road could not be supported by the level of development so far allocated. 
The first option suggested by BCC   is to bring forward increased development, but that has been rejected by AVDC in 
favour of the second option, which is to remove BUC051 from VALP. Although not stated it could be assumed that with 
the time constraints on an already delayed Local Plan, this was the easiest & quickest option, but it was not the only 
option as appears to be suggested in ED 215B by AVDC. It is submitted that this is further evidence of the tendency 
identified by the Inspector in his Interim Findings to not place the same criteria to planning in the north of the Vale.

2.6 The problem is that the further modelling does not give the whole picture of the impact of all allocated development 
in Buckingham on the traffic congestion modelled to this level.
ED 214A by Jacobs considers the possibility of reducing the development at BUC051 to 125 homes, assuming that 
BUC043; BUC046 & MM006[DS2] remain as well as all development at original stated numbers [DS]:

"As requested by BCC, a Buckingham Town Centre Model was developed to assess the impacts of the proposed Local 
Plan developments on an already congested Buckingham Town Centre, and also to assess if a reduced amount of 
development at BUC051 would be feasible without mitigation measures to remove traffic from the town centre. In this 
model, two roundabouts were included and assessed: Bridge Street/WestStreet/Market Square roundabout and 
Moreton Road/Stratford Road/Market Square roundabout.......
In summary, both town centre junctions are already operating over capacity in the 2033 DM and therefore the additional 
marginal impact at these junctions in the DS and DS2 scenarios is unacceptable, even with a reduced quantum of 
development in DS2. In both DS and DS2 scenarios, appropriate mitigation measures would need to be considered." 

The main focus is the two junctions: Bridge Street & West Street & Moreton Road/A422 Stratford Road. The conclusion 
being that even without development allocated, the junctions will be over capacity at the end of the Plan period.

2.7 So any further development will cause further congestion in the town centre - not just the addition of BUC051.
2.8 ED 214B runs modelling removing BUC025 and including BUC051 to the original Countywide modelling. This 
seemed to conclude that there was little difference.
2.9 What has been absent from the two new reports is any assessment of the impact of the other sites - MM06; 
BUC043 & BUC046.
2.10 BUC046 is a site on the A421 by-pass, it could be argued that traffic generated will use the A422 to either the 
A421 junction to Milton Keynes or continue to A413/422 roundabout. At this junction traffic heading towards Milton 
Keynes intuitively will not benefit from a left hand slip lane mitigation; traffic heading from Milton Keynes to BUC046 
development may be assisted by it in that stated aim would be to avoid travelling through town centre. It seems unlikely 
that it would do so anyway unless to access town services.
2.11 Traffic from BUC046 heading to the major employment centre at Silverstone Park may still seek to access A413 
from town centre or A43 from West Street. 
2.12 BUC043 on the A413 Moreton Road. It is assumed that traffic heading to Milton Keynes will drive down to junction 
at A413/A422 [ignoring possible short cut down Addington Road to A422; or alternatively driving to Maids Moreton and 
accessing A422 via Mill Lane - this route already shows heavy use in the various models] and then proceed to 
A413/A422. There will still be traffic at this junction as the left hand slip lane encouraging traffic to use A413 to the 
west, will not assist in this direction of travel.
2.13 The reverse journey on return from Milton Keynes may be assisted by traffic using left hand slip lane, easing 
queues, and easing traffic entering town centre [though it is not apparent why traffic seeking to remain on A421 to the 
west would do so anyway. It will not assist traffic which wishes to remain on A422 to access A43 [though the left hand 
slip lane in conjunction with a Western Link Road further along would.] That is assuming vehicles have not used Mill 
Lane access to Maids Moreton.
2.14 It would appear intuitively that little is eased by mitigation measure.
2.15 MM06 would intuitively follow the same pattern as BUC043, except that it is much more likely that Mill Lane 
access to A422 would be used. The current levels of use of this road are clear on the modelling diagrams, although it is 
not the focus of the reports.
2.16 This mitigation scored the lowest of the possibilities in the BTS.
2.17 There is no evidence presented by AVDC as to why removing BUC051 prevents further traffic congestion as 
opposed to the removal of BUC046 & BUC043 as development sites. ED 214B suggests that removing BUC025 and 
replacing it with BUC051 has little impact. Therefore it could be reasoned, albeit at a simple level, that BUC046, which 
is also sited on A421, could be removed. There has been no modelling done to prove or disprove this.
2.18 Given the findings as to the junctions, and given that MM006 & BUC043 will undoubtedly impact on one of these 
junctions substantially, it is surprising that no further modelling work evidence has been commissioned or brought 
forward by AVDC to justify the inclusion of these sites but the removal of BUC051.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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2.19 BTC submits that there is insufficient holistic evidence to support the removal of BUC051 from VALP on the 
reasons given by AVDC.
2.20 As is stated above, there is no attempt to consider holistically the impact of this decision on the related policies 
within VALP as outlined above.

Change to Plan Reinstatement of 300 homes at site BUC 051 or removal of all allocated sites from Buckingham pending further traffic 
modelling.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The removal of this site is based on flawed and incomplete evidence in the view of the Buckingham Town Council, 
which means that it is not soundly based on evidence. The implications of the removal of this site for VALP have not 
been reflected in the rest of the document and which makes the Plan unsound through lack of internal consistency.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Buckingham Town Council Neighbourhood Plan allocates this site (site M) and contributes towards the delivery of the 
important A421/A422 link road as per the Buckingham Transport Strategy,

Change to Plan Reinstate allocation

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Buckingham Town Council Neighbourhood Plan allocates this site (site M) and contributes towards the delivery of the 
important A421/A422 link road as per the Buckingham Transport Strategy,

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Mr Warren Whyte) [29297] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: MM083 - delete site BUC051
The implications of the removal of this site from the VALP, in our view render BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006 
unsustainable.  The argument based on the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling Report 2019 demonstrates that future 
development on these VALP allocated sites will have a detrimental impact on the town's network of roads without a 
western relief road.     BUC043 and MMO006 are the furthest away from all facilities (e.g. supermarkets/employment 
centres), are dependent on traffic travelling through the town centre, or through the narrow, rural roads of Maids 
Moreton, creating "significant movement" and maximizing the need for travel, contrary to NPPF, Para 34.   The 
updated, and relevant, evidence supported by the modelling report of May 2019 (on which, according to NPPF 
paragraph 158, the Local Plan must be based) clearly regards developments that will impact on the town centre 
unsustainable without a western relief road.

Change to Plan Site development has to be coherent with parallel development of infrastructure. As proposed, this need is not evident. 
Sites BUC043 and MMO006 would result in unsustainable development, particularly on transport grounds and this 
result is further compounded by this proposed change and the consequent lack of adequate attention to already severe 
traffic flow problems within Buckingham and Maids Moreton.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: If site BUC051 is deemed to have a detrimental impact of traffic on the town centre without construction of the western 
relief road, sites BUC043 and MMO006 in particular would have an equally damaging impact, being more car 
dependent and further from key facilities.   The latter two mentioned sites contravene NPPF, Para 34.  

There is a lack of an 'holistic' approach and consistency to the VALP's interpretation of the BTS.  It is not positively 
prepared and it is therefore, in our view, unsound.

Respondent: Maids Moreton Parish Council (Clerk to the 

Council) [30429]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: See attached document.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It is unacceptable for a key element of a made Neighbourhood Plan, previously supported and approved by our LPA, to 
be removed without consultation with Buckingham Town Council. It is strongly contended that the new modelling of 
traffic congestion is highly selective and does not consider whether similar unacceptable congestion would be created 
by other allocated sites that remain. This does not justify the removal of this site alone from VALP. 
This issue must be considered at a hearing session (officer summary).

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr 

Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29662 Culverhouse, Geoff - NBPPC.pdf
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan In order to ensure that the plan is effective, justified and positively planned, then changes to the VALP (as proposed to 
be amended by the Main Modifications) need to take place.
HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies in relation to 
BUC043 and BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either of 
those policies sound, nor MM006. As such the WALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the 
Buckingham and Maids Moreton allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to 
the transport impacts of each allocation. It is simply not right that BUC051 has been deallocated whilst others remain 
with no adequate evidence base and an inadequate Sustainability Appraisal process.
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered.
As is identified in the BTS and IDP the WLR will be funded on a contribution basis. To ensure the effectiveness of the 
Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to maximise 
contributions through further allocations. Specifically in this regard, HLM(B) would anticipate the need for:
* The reinstatement of BUC051;
* The inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure
* The inclusion of BUC025 instead of BUC051 (should that not be reinstated).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 is unsound because it is completely 
unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already 
congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound 
with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, 
the allocations give every impression of adding to (without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey 
times.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2842 - 29922 - MM084 - None

2842 Support

MM084VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We note that changes are proposed in relation to site specific requirements relating to water supply and Buckingham 
Waste Water Treatment Works for site allocation BUC046. Reference to the public sewerage network for surface water 
flows has also been removed.

These changes would address our previous comments relating to site allocation BUC046 and are fully supported.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We note that changes are proposed in relation to site specific requirements relating to water supply and Buckingham 
Waste Water Treatment Works for site allocation BUC046. Reference to the public sewerage network for surface water 
flows has also been removed.

These changes would address our previous comments relating to site allocation BUC046 and are fully supported.

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison 

Manager) [29922]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: d.  There is no explanation as to the addition of an access point on a road accessing the industrial estate and a retail 
park. The additional traffic modelling used to exclude BUC051 was not run against this development; yet a potential site 
further along the same route to the west was ruled out. There needs to be further traffic modelling undertaken on all 
Buckingham sites before they are allocated.
I this will not be sufficient to alleviate the traffic problems. It is not clear how a proportionate financial contribution from 
this or from pooled contributions would finance the necessary improvements.

Change to Plan There needs to be further traffic modelling undertaken on all Buckingham sites before they are allocated.

Further traffic modelling is required to update the Buckingham Transport Strategy before financial contributions can be 
identified.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: d.  There is no explanation as to the addition of an access point on a road accessing the industrial estate and a retail 
park. The additional traffic modelling used to exclude BUC051 was not run against this development; yet a potential site 
further along the same route to the west was ruled out. There needs to be further traffic modelling undertaken on all 
Buckingham sites before they are allocated.
I this will not be sufficient to alleviate the traffic problems. It is not clear how a proportionate financial contribution from 
this or from pooled contributions would finance the necessary improvements.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan In order to ensure that the plan is effective, justified and positively planned, then changes to the VALP (as proposed to 
be amended by the Main Modifications) need to take place.
HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies in relation to 
BUC043 and BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either of 
those policies sound, nor MM006. As such the WALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the 
Buckingham and Maids Moreton allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to 
the transport impacts of each allocation. It is simply not right that BUC051 has been deallocated whilst others remain 
with no adequate evidence base and an inadequate Sustainability Appraisal process.
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered.
As is identified in the BTS and IDP the WLR will be funded on a contribution basis. To ensure the effectiveness of the 
Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to maximise 
contributions through further allocations. Specifically in this regard, HLM(B) would anticipate the need for:
* The reinstatement of BUC051;
* The inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure
* The inclusion of BUC025 instead of BUC051 (should that not be reinstated).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied with the evidence base  there remains the question of how the identified mitigation 
strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3471 - 28834 - MM084 - i, ii, iii, iv

3471 Object

MM084VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Representation on Behalf of Wates Developments Ltd., in Relation to Proposed Main
Modification 0084
Representation
On behalf of our client, Wates Developments Ltd ('Wates'), please find below our response to proposed Main 
Modification 084 ('MM084'). This concerns Local Plan Policy 'D-BUC046' and the proposed allocation of Land off Osier 
Way, Buckingham, which Wates is seeking to bring forward.
An application for outline planning permission (ref. 19/00148/AOP) was submitted on 15th January 2019, and is being 
currently being considered by the Council in its capacity as Local Planning Authority ('LPA'). The application seeks 
consent for up to 420 dwellings, together with supporting infrastructure.
Our client objects to the proposal to modify Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ('VALP') Policy D-BUC046 in the manner 
envisaged at MM084. There are two issues of concern. 
Firstly, the wording of the policy is proposed to be modified to read;
"Current neighbourhood plan status Neighbourhood plan, made in October 2015. The land has no notation but is 
outside the settlement boundary. The neighbourhood plan is in early stages of review." (Emphasis our own).
The proposal to describe the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan review is unnecessary to make Policy D-BUC046 
sound. It is also not a rational statement, as the VALP sets out a spatial and
development strategy up to 2033. It is highly likely that the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan will have 
been reviewed (at least once) by 2033. As such, the proposed wording will be rendered incorrect in future and risks 
becoming misleading as a consequence. Accordingly, this part of MM084 should be rejected and deleted.
Secondly, a further concern, is that the 'site-specific requirements' set out in Policy D-BUC046 are proposed to be 
modified such that the development (of Land off Osier Way) will be required to provide "at least" 420 dwellings, rather 
than "around" 420 dwellings, as was the case in the Proposed Submission VALP.
This proposed modification is not justified, because it creates ambiguity concerning the scale of appropriate 
development. For example, 'at least 420 dwellings' could mean 421 dwellings, or it could mean 600. Conversely, a 
proposal for 419 dwellings (i.e. less than 420) could be regarded as being contrary to Policy D-BUC046 and attract 
negative weight as a consequence. In these respects, the proposed modification undermines the clarity and 
effectiveness of the VALP.
It is suggested that the reference to 'at least' should be replaced with 'approximately' or reverted to 'around' (as 
previously envisaged), as the common understanding of these terms (in this context) would be taken to mean a figure 
in the order of 420 dwellings. This would allow for the applicant to respond to site specific considerations and provide 
an appropriate scheme, without the risk of
conflict with the Development Plan.
Separately, it is noted Main Modification MM010 proposes to describe the overall VALP housing requirement as "a total 
of at least 28,600..." (Emphasis our own). It is considered that making this change is sufficient to signal the Council's 
intention to exceed the overall housing requirement.
There is no need to apply the same terminology to site-specific policies within the VALP, as (for the reasons described) 
this could result in unintended consequences that may undermine effective delivery.

Yours sincerely
Mike Newton
Director

Representation to Modification MM115

Representation on Behalf of Wates Developments Ltd., in Relation to Proposed Main
Modification 115
Summary Representation
On behalf of our client, Wates Developments Ltd ('Wates'), please find below our response to proposed Main 
Modification 115 ('MM115'), which relates to Local Plan Policy H1 'Affordable Housing'. This response is supported by 
Counsel's Opinion, provided by Sasha White QC (attached at Appendix 1).
Wates is seeking to bring forward Land off Osier Way, Buckingham, which is proposed for allocation in the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan ('VALP') at Policy D-BUC046. An application for outline planning permission (ref. 19/00148/AOP) 
was submitted on 15th January 2019, and is being currently being considered by the Council in its capacity as Local 
Planning Authority ('LPA'). The application seeks
consent for up to 420 dwellings, together with supporting infrastructure.
On the basis of Counsel's Opinion, our client objects to the proposal to modify VALP Policy H1 in the manner 
envisaged at MM115. The principal concern, is that MM115 would allow for the affordable housing requirement to be 
specified on the basis of policies in existing Neighbourhood Development Plans. This would be the case where these 
Plans were adopted ('made') prior to the adoption of the VALP. In many instances, this would result in a higher 
affordable housing requirement being applied, when compared to the 25% requirement that is otherwise specified by
Policy H1 and which is derived from the Local Plan evidence base.
MM115 therefore represents a very significant departure from the position presented by the Council during the 
Examination. It is alarming then, that this modification is put forward without any supporting justification that purports to 
explain why this proposal (which plainly contradicts the Local Plan evidence base and examination library), should be 
otherwise regarded as well reasoned, necessary and justified. Indeed, MM115 appears to have been proposed without 
any consideration
of the potential implications. 

Respondent: Wates Developments (Alison Walker) [28834] Agent: Boyer Planning (Mr Christopher Roberts) [32933]
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Accordingly, we maintain that MM115 is not a necessary response to the Inspector's Interim Findings, and it is neither 
positively prepared nor justified. The proposed modification is also likely to be ineffective, and would result in Policy H1 
becoming inconsistent with national policy. The proposed modification, if adopted, would therefore render the Plan 
unsound. Accordingly, it is essential that the modification envisaged in MM115 is firstly, rejected and secondly, deleted.
Full Representation
Our client objects to proposed modification set out under MM115, which seeks to amend the wording of Policy H1 
'Affordable Housing'. The proposed modification would result in the application of a requirement for residential 
developments, of 11 dwellings or more (or sites of 0.3 ha of more), to "provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on 
site, except where a different requirement already applies in a neighbourhood plan which has been made before the 
VALP" (emphasis our own). It is considered that this change would result in the Plan failing all of the tests of 
soundness, as detailed at NPPF (2012) paragraph 182. For reference, at Appendix 2, a table is provided which lists the 
19 made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale of Aylesbury and identifies the specified affordable housing requirement / 
policy position for each.
Positively Prepared
To meet this test, a Local Plan must be based on a strategy that meets objectively assessed needs and infrastructure 
requirements. In seeking to achieve this, the VALP sets out objectives, a spatial strategy and an approach to meeting 
housing needs that addresses the circumstances of the district, taking account of the available evidence. The Plan's 
evidence base gives detailed consideration to
development viability, taking account of identified infrastructure requirements. It is on the basis of this evidence that the 
proposed District-wide 25% minimum affordable housing requirement was identified, as the appropriate level of 
requirement.
If a higher proportion of affordable housing is mandated within some parts of the district, then there can be no certainty 
that development will be viable, taking account of the most up-to-date evidence.
This means that identified housing and infrastructure needs may not be met. Indeed, by introducing a varied affordable 
housing tariff across the District, without any credible evidence to support this approach, MM115 could seriously 
compromise the spatial strategy. This would undermine the fundamental foundation on which the VALP was prepared.
Indeed, as is explained in detail at paragraphs 16 to 25 of Counsel's Opinion (appended), affordable housing policies in 
made Neighbourhood Plans (and specifically the BNDP) are regarded as out-of-date, because they rely on aspects of 
the evidence base that have been surpassed and overtaken.
Justified
The proposal to apply different affordable housing requirements across the district was neither tested, nor explored, 
through the examination. The Inspector's Interim Findings did not identify a requirement to consider this matter and an 
alteration to Policy H1 was not put forward, by the Council, as a 'proposed action' in the Discussion Documents and 
related correspondence with the Inspector. It is not clear why the Council now seeks to propose to modify the Plan, at 
this late stage,
in a manner which is inconsistent with the advice and direction the Inspector has provided throughout the course of the 
process.
In attempting to introduce this very significant modification at this late stage, the Council appears to be seeking to 
circumvent the opportunity for effective discussion, and consequent analysis, through Local Plan examination hearings. 
If the Council had envisaged that Policy H1 should be worded such that affordable housing requirements would defer to 
made Neighbourhood Plans, then this
"requirement" should have been fully explored through the relevant hearing sessions. In this context, it is inappropriate 
to seek to introduce this change, which has fundamental implications for housing delivery, through a Main Modifications 
consultation. It is a matter of grave concern that the Council has failed to provide any clear justification in support of the 
proposed modification, either within the evidence material in the Examination Library or the Main Modifications Core 
Documents List (November 2019). The reasoning behind the proposed
modification is therefore entirely obscure. Indeed, for a Main Modification of this significance to be proposed without 
any supporting justification or reasoned basis, infers that limited consideration has been given to consequences 
regarding the soundness of the VALP.
Following on from the above, it is also worthy of comment that the position now pursued by the Council, in relation to 
Policy H1, is inconsistent with the arguments and evidence relied upon during the Examination. For example, the 
Council's response to the Inspector's Question 79 (which concerns the affordable housing requirement and Policy H1 
specifically) states;
"To be in accordance with government planning policy and guidance, and so meet a test of soundness, the council has 
no option but to apply the method it has used to assess the need for affordable housing. The percentage put forward in 
VALP represents an uplift though on the 21% that the HEDNA concludes is needed to meet affordable housing need to 
address the shortfall that would result from the threshold excluding developments of ten houses or less that is required 
by the government. The adjustment is required to ensure that the council is in accord with the NPPF's
requirement to ensure that the total amount of affordable housing required to meet the HEDNA forecast is met."
Additionally; "Prior to the production of VALP Neighbourhood Plans were produced in Aylesbury Vale on the basis of 
existing evidence which did not apply the new method of affordable housing need assessment set out above. As a 
result those plans could justify a higher level of affordable housing need. That evidence is now out of date though and 
the newer evidence must inform the new local plan using the prescribed method for assessment."
It is assumed that the Council continues to maintain that the HEDNA and viability evidence-base provides a robust 
basis for the VALP. It is also assumed that the Council believes that the VALP's approach to affordable housing (and 
the proposed 25% requirement) is based on an appropriate methodological approach. If these assumptions are correct, 
then it must inevitably follow that MM115 deviates from both the findings of the evidence base and the prescribed 
methodology, both of which the Council relies upon as underpinning the Plan as a whole. Instead, as is noted at 
paragraphs 16 to 25 of Counsel's Opinion, MM115 would result on a reliance on earlier viability assessments, which 
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have been superseded and which are out-of-date.
The policies proposed in a Local Plan can only be regarded as 'justified' if they are supported by appropriate and robust 
evidence. Proposed modification MM115 is not supported by any additional appropriate and robust evidence. It must 
therefore be assessed against the VALP evidence base, on which the Council has relied during the examination to date.
In this respect, it is noted that the Housing Topic Paper (January 2018) states;
"The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that the 
25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the affordable 
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases.
In the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Viability Assessment Final Report (August 2017), it is further noted that 'Value 
Levels' in Buckingham are typically lower than elsewhere in the District. In this respect, Figure 7 (at page 64 of the 
Assessment) identifies the 'Buckingham Overall Range' (of values) ranges from an average of £3,150 sq.m to £3,750 
sq.m, which encompass categories 'VL2 to VL4'. In contrast, the Overall Range for Aylesbury (town) extends from 'VL2 
to VL5', the 'Northern
Vale Range' extends from 'VL3 to VL6', whilst the 'Southern Range' extends from 'VL4 to VL7+'(1).
Accordingly, the proposal (set out in MM115) to rely on evidence, which the Council acknowledges to be out-of-date, 
cannot be a sound approach. This is particularly the case, as to do so would apply a 35% affordable housing 
requirement in Buckingham and so impose the highest tariff in the lowest value area. This cannot be regarded as an 
approach which is sensible, justified or (as explained below) effective.
Effective
For a Plan to be regarded as effective, it must be deliverable over the Plan-period. However, in view of the concerns 
raised above, MM115 will render the Plan ineffective. As has been stated, the proposed Main Modification would see a 
35% affordable housing requirement be applied at Buckingham, whilst a 25% requirement would apply in higher value 
locations. This creates an incentive to direct future development away from Buckingham (a 'Strategic Settlement' as 
identified
in the proposed AVLP settlement hierarchy) towards more viable, but potentially less sustainable, locations. This 
consequence cannot be the true intention of the Plan, yet it is the inevitable outcome of MM115, if progressed.
The unintended consequences described above would invariably result in significant delays and, as such, it is 
recommended that proposed modification MM115 should be deleted. However, if MM115 is to be progressed, then the 
housing trajectory presented in the Plan will need to be reconsidered, as underlying assumptions concerning the 
delivery of the proposed allocations may no longer be valid. Likewise if a 35% affordable housing requirement is to be 
applied in Buckingham (assessed as the lowest value area in the district), then it may be necessary to consider 
increasing the scale of growth proposed at the town, in order to facilitate the Plan's viability and effectiveness. If it is not 
possible to significantly increase the apportionment to Buckingham, it may also be necessary to consider additional 
allocations elsewhere across the District.
(1) The 'Northern Vale' area includes Winslow and a number of smaller settlements. The 'Southern Vale' area includes 
Haddenham and Wendover, as well as further lower-tier villages.
In turn, it may be necessary to reconsider the Plan's spatial strategy and the broader approach to housing provision, 
and infrastructure delivery.
Such measures may be necessary to ensure that the Plan remains effective, both as a mechanism for meeting housing 
needs arising in the Vale of Aylesbury and accommodating the unmet need of adjoining authorities.
Consistent with National Policy
A key test of soundness is a Plan's consistency with National Policy. If a Plan fails to accord with national policy, it will 
fail to deliver sustainable development and cannot be regarded as sound. Three key concerns are raised in this respect 
and these are noted as follows;
Planning Obligations
The Housing Topic Paper (January 2018), which forms part of the Examination Library (ref. CD/TP/001) states;
"...the starting point for determining the level of affordable housing to be pursued in VALP is the forecast level of need 
rather than the calculation of what might be viable overall. Pursuing a higher target than justified by the need would, it is 
considered, contravene the Community Infrastructure Levy"
Similarly, the archived Planning Practice Guidance ('PPG'), against which the VALP is examined, states at Paragraph: 
005 (Reference ID: 41-005-20140306) that;
"The National Planning Policy Framework requires that the sites and the scale of development identified in a plan 
should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 
threatened."
As such, for the Council to propose a modification that will implement a higher affordable housing requirement than is 
justified in the (up-to-date) evidence base, would contravene the PPG and Community Infrastructure Levy ('CIL') 
Regulations (2010). Indeed, CIL Regulation 122(2), indicates that a planning obligation may only constitute a reason for 
granting planning permission for the development, if the obligation is necessary and reasonable related (in scale and 
kind) to the
development. MM115, if adopted, would prevent this test being met.
Viability
With respect to viability, it is remarked that, although the VALP is being examined against the policies of the archived 
NPPF 2012, planning applications are determined against the current NPPF (2019). NPPF paragraph 57 indicates that;
"Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from development, planning applications that 
comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate whether particular 
circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at the application stage. The weight to be given to a viability 
assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether 
the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change in site circumstances since the plan 
was brought into force. All viability assessments, including any undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect the 
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recommended approach in national planning guidance, including standardised inputs, and should be made publicly 
available."
As such, if applicants submit viability assessments (in support of their proposals) they will argue that no Plan-stage 
viability evidence was presented in support of MM115. Applicants will also highlight the fact that the Council (in its 
response to the Inspector's Question 79) has stated that affordable housing requirements presented in made 
Neighbourhood Plan, are out-of-date. In this respect, it will be argued that the Neighbourhood Plan policy requirements 
for affordable housing were not based
on specific viability assessments for the relevant Neighbourhood Plan Area. Rather, the Neighbourhood Plan's simply 
drew on parts of the VALP evidence which were available at the time, but which have now been rendered out-of-date. 
Indeed, in the case of the BNDP, the 35% affordable housing requirements was based on the 'Vale of Aylesbury and 
Stage 1 Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Study' (2012), which was prepared in support of the then emerging 
Local Plan (which was withdrawn). In this context, MM115 cannot be regarded as being consistent with the approach to 
viability being pursued in national planning policies.
Role of Local and Neighbourhood Plans
Counsel's Opinion at paragraphs 9 to 31 (as attached at Appendix 1), confirms that the role of a Local Plan is to set out 
strategic policies. This contrasts with the role of a Neighbourhood Plan, which is to shape and direct non-strategic 
policies, and support the delivery of strategic policies set out in the Local Plan. This is clearly articulated in the archived 
Framework (2012) which, at paragraph 16, explains that the presumption in favour of sustainable development (as 
applied to Plan-making and as relevant to neighbourhood planning) means that neighbourhoods should;

- "develop plans that support the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing and 
economic development;
- plan positively to support local development, shaping and directing development in their area that is outside the 
strategic elements of the Local Plan;"
NPPF (2012) paragraph 184, adds that;
"...The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. 
Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan.... Neighbourhood 
plans and orders should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic 
policies."
Whilst paragraph 185 states;
"Outside these strategic elements, neighbourhood plans will be able to shape and direct sustainable development in 
their area. Once a neighbourhood plan has demonstrated its general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local 
Plan and is brought into force, the policies it contains take precedence over existing non-strategic policies..."
The NPPF (2012), at paragraph 156, sets out what matters are encompassed by 'strategic policies',
noting that these include policies to deliver "the homes and jobs needed in the areas". It is quite correct that the VALP 
sets out a strategic policy (Policy H1) which provides the affordable housing requirement for the District. This 
requirement, as confirmed by the Local Plan evidence base (and pursuant to the appropriate methodology), should be 
set at 25% provision. For the VALP to be modified in such a way that an otherwise evidence-based policy is selectively 
ignored, in favour of
out-of-date Neighbourhood Plan policies, is both arbitrary and inconsistent with national policy.
Simply put, there is no basis in national policy for the Local Plan to delegate strategic policy-making to Neighbourhood 
Plans, in the way envisaged in MM115. Likewise, there is no justification for allowing an affordable housing requirement 
to be applied, which the Local Plan evidence-base finds to be unviable. It also does not matter that a number of 
Neighbourhood Plans (in Aylesbury Vale) have been made prior to the Local Plan. This is because Neighbourhood Plan 
policies must either
conform to the strategic policies of the Local Plan or must be over-ridden by them. Neighbourhood Plans can be 
brought into conformity when they are reviewed.
Conclusions
For the reasons explained, the proposed Main Modification (MM115) would alter VALP Policy H1 in such a way that the 
Plan would not meet the tests of soundness as described in NPPF (2012) paragraph 182.
The proposal to apply affordable housing requirements set out in made Neighbourhood Plans would mean that a key 
strategic policy in the VALP would no longer be based on the most up-to-date evidence. Consequently, there can be no 
certainty that the modification would not result in Plan's proposed allocations becoming unviable. Because of this, 
MM115 risks undermining the Plan's
overall capacity to meeting identified housing needs.
Furthermore, this proposed Main Modification has been put forward at a late stage in the Examination process and it 
does not respond to the recommendation(s) of the Inspector. The introduction of such a fundamental change 
necessitates meaningful consultation and discussion, and requires that AVDC prepare a further Local Plan Viability 
Assessment. Accordingly, should the Inspector be minded to support MM115, then it is requested that further 
Examination hearing sessions be scheduled in relation to Policy H1 and all other VALP policies that may be affected by 
it.
Wates requests that it is permitted to participate in any such hearing sessions.
On the basis of the forgoing, it is clear then that MM115 is unnecessary, arbitrary and inconsistent with national policy. 
It will, as a matter of fact, be prejudicial to the soundness of the Plan. Accordingly, on behalf of Wates, it is submitted 
that proposed Main Modification 115 is deleted and proceeds no further.
Yours sincerely
Mike Newton
Director
Our full representation is provided on the accompanying document (Attachment), together the Legal Opinion provided 
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by Sasha White QC.

Change to Plan See full text

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The proposal to modify VALP Policy D-BUC046, such that development on that site must achieve 'at least' 420 
dwellings, is problematic. It introduces a vague definition and would also penalise an applicant if less than 420 
dwellings were proposed.
Additionally, the reference to the current status of the Neighbourhood Plan is unnecessary to make Policy D-BUC046 
sound. It is also irrational, as the wording of the policy (as proposed to be modified) will be rendered incorrect in future.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Response MM084_Redacted.pdf

Main Modifications Response MM115_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: 1) The VALP Main Modifications public consultation for D-HAD007 states an increase in site size from 10 ha to 13.5 ha 
but it is not clear from the text or drawings where this additional 3.5 ha is located.

2) The public therefore have to make the assumption that the site size is to be increased by extending outwards along 
the full length of the northwest boundary.

3) Text concerning the pedestrian and cycle link from the site to the village and airfield has been made more definite as 
the words "if appropriate and possible" are deleted.

4) The second assumption the public therefore have to make is that this increase in size along the northwest boundary 
is to accommodate the pedestrian and cycle link, presumably because this was proving impossible to implement 
otherwise.

5) One of the major public concerns about this site is its isolated and disconnectedness from shops, schools and 
amenities with only the one road set to provide access for the "Provision of at least 269 dwellings". Unfortunately this 
access road is on the opposite side of the village meaning that traffic going to & returning from the railway station, Co-
op store & airfield sports pavilion will be inclined to use the direct route through the narrow lanes in the village. 

6) Bucks CC Highways have assessed the area and although they consider it able to support the increase in traffic little 
or no consideration is given to the impact on pedestrians and cyclists already using the narrow local lanes, particularly 
as:
- there are no footpaths on these lanes (single carriageway in places)
- blind S-bend on Rudds Lane
- the lanes are pot holed & uneven
- little or no street lighting
- treacherous in winter

CONCLUSION - Without consideration of this site within the context of the airfield developments then this proposal 
must be refused. It cannot be treated in isolation. If this proposal is granted then there must be a relief road 
encompassing the pedestrian and cycle link connecting it to the airfield development, Co-op store, care home, sports 
pavilion and railway station.

Change to Plan Clarification of location of additional 3.5 ha.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Lack of clarity over details proposed and still fails to take into consideration fundamental disconnectedness of site.

Respondent: Mr Brian Fattorini [30853] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3101 - 32796 - MM085 - i, iv

3101 Object

MM085VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The policy criterion dealing with the cycle linkages still requires precision and to ensure desirability (under the NPPF 
tests) must be tightened.  It should say [denoting changes].... 

The site should be accessed via Churchway with the retention of the existing footpaths and further provision of 
pedestrian and cycle linkages through the site and into the village including [BOTH] along Churchway, to the train 
station and with [A PRIMARY CYCLEANDWALKING CONNECTION VIA THE ] with the adjoining approved 
Haddenham Airfield development DELETED:if appropriate and possible INSERTED:(site HAD005 on the VALP Policies 
Map)

The route via Churchway is not a direct and safe route to  the station and the newly created link via HADD 007 direct to 
the station across the airfield development is a tangible improvement and also serves a large swathe of the N of the 
village, who also benefit from this access.  Reasoned justification in the next must acknowledge that this link is a pre-
condition and that the Churchway link alone will not satisfy the policy.  
The VALP strategic policies support this place-making and active travel promotion, which is so fundamental to 
promoting behavioural change and climate change objectives and improving quality of life.  These small textual 
changes  reinforce the point that the airfield link is a fundamental policy requirement.

Change to Plan The site should be accessed via Churchway with the retention of the existing footpaths and further provision of 
pedestrian and cycle linkages through the site and into the village including [BOTH] along Churchway, to the train 
station and with [A PRIMARY CYCLE AND WALKING CONNECTION VIA THE ] with the adjoining approved 
Haddenham Airfield development

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: That the cycle link via the airfield development must be delivered in the first phase and  is not an either/or option with 
the Churchway link but a fundamental pre-requisit as it (a) creates a safe route (b) Is directly routed to the station and 
(c) promotes place-making, active travel and a quality of life.

Respondent: Dr Michael  Stubbs [32796] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3104 - 32796 - MM085 - iv

3104 Object

MM085VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: At least 269 is misleading and infers a 'bottom line' requirement whilst 315 has been mooted by the site's promoter.  To 
deliver the necessary green infrastructure and biodiversity promotion and creation on this land, together with the 
necessary SUDS that will be required, then 269 is a ceiling figure and not a baseline figure.  

As the examination process will have to take a fairly broad brush approach to density, this site is constrained by the GI 
+ biodiversity aspirations above + SUDS engineering but is also constrained by the setting of a Grade II building, a 
conservation area, the settlement boundary with a wychert wall and the need to promote development nested within its 
landscape setting.  For these reasons and looking at the evidence put before the Inspector a more appropriate 
allocation should be lower but no higher than 269

AVDC officer note: changed to MM085 as this representation concerns only changes to policy D-HAD007.

Change to Plan 269 is a ceiling figure and not a baseline figure, in view of the site constraints and as demonstrated by a current 
(undetermined) planning application

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: As the examination process will have to take a fairly broad brush approach to density, this site is constrained by the GI 
+ biodiversity aspirations above + SUDS engineering but is also constrained by the setting of a Grade II building, a 
conservation area, the settlement boundary with a wychert wall and the need to promote development nested within its 
landscape setting.  For these reasons and looking at the evidence put before the Inspector a more appropriate 
allocation should be lower but no higher than 269

Respondent: Dr Michael  Stubbs [32796] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3293 - 32064 - MM085 - None

3293 Object

MM085VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I am submitting objections on behalf of the Rosemary Lane Action Group to Main Modifications 085 and 081. We 
consider that the allocations are unsound because they are not adequately justified, not effective and inconsistent with 
national policy.

MM085 Haddenham site allocation
The Rosemary Lane Action Group objected to this proposed site allocation and gave evidence at the examination-in-
public. The Group contends that the allocation is unsound because it is not adequately justified, not effective and 
inconsistent with national policy. Our objection is based on conflict with the neighbourhood plan, adverse impact on 
heritage assets, adverse landscape impact, an unsustainable location not well related to shops and services in 
Haddenham, loss of best and most versatile agricultural land and concerns over flooding and traffic impact.
The Rosemary Lane Action Group objects to the proposed increase in the size of the allocation site from 10ha to 
13.5ha. This increase in size compounds the force of our objections because more land is allocated for unsound 
development in an unsustainable location with all of the adverse impacts set out in our earlier representations.
The only justification for the proposed changes is stated in the Sustainability Appraisal to be to ensure consistency with 
the submitted planning application. The Rosemary Lane Action Group contends that this is an unjustified basis for 
making changes to a plan when the planning application has not been considered by committee and could well be 
refused permission. We have objected to the planning application on various grounds including its prematurity in 
advance of the Local Plan being adopted.
MM081, paragraph 4.124
The Rosemary Lane Action Group objects to the consequential changes proposed to paragraph 4.124 which is 
amended to reflect the proposed increase in site size and change to the number of proposed dwellings. The text 
asserts that VALP reflects the need for housing delivery whilst not undermining the aims of neighbourhood plans. The 
proposed site allocation scored poorly in the site selection exercise for the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan and is 
unsound and unjustified.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We object to the proposed increase in the size of the allocation. This compounds our previous objections because 
more land is allocated for unsound development in an unsustainable location.
The only justification for the proposed changes is stated in the Sustainability Appraisal to be to ensure consistency with 
the submitted planning application. The Rosemary Lane Action Group contends that this is an unjustified basis for 
making changes to a plan when the planning application has not been considered by committee and could well be 
refused permission. We have objected to the planning application on various grounds including its prematurity in 
advance of the Local Plan being adopted. (officer summary)

Respondent: Rosemary Lane Action Group (Mr Peter 

Weatherhead) [32064]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3285 - 29946 - MM087 - None

3285 Object

MM087VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The paragraph number is 4.134.

Respondent: Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29946 Watson, Jennifer - JLL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2759 - 30964 - MM088 - iii

2759 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There are a number of inconsistencies in the modified Local Plan regarding proposals for Wendover and post-RAF 
Halton.

P38, Box S2, para e: "Wendover will accommodate around 1,132 new homes with 1,000 new homes at Halton Camp 
which is now confirmed to be closing in 2022".

P124, para 4.108: "In terms of Wendover, approximately 1,000 homes will come forward during the Plan period at RAF 
Halton Camp after its closure in 2022"

P143, Para 4.128: "The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) has confirmed that RAF Halton is to close finally in 
2025" [correct, I believe]

P143, Para 4.129: "As Halton Camp is not due to close until 2022"

P144, Para 4.135: "At least 1,000 homes during the Plan period"

These may appear to be petty editorial comments but the details in question may impact on my immediate local area 
and your document cannot be considered legally sound if it contains fairly obvious inconsistencies, errors and potential 
loopholes that developers (or others) could exploit.

Change to Plan I had assumed it would be standard council policy to undertake copy editing and proof reading of major documents 
such as these before release.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: There are a number of inconsistencies in the modified Local Plan regarding proposals for Wendover and post-RAF 
Halton relating to the closure date and capacity of the site.

Respondent: Mr Jim Ellis [30964] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

30964  Ellis, Jim redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2815 - 28438 - MM088 - None

2815 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
development south west of Stoke Mandeville has been raised from 1550 to at least 1590, Woodlands from around 1660 
to 1757 and Hampden Fields from around 3111 to at least 3358. The Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. Anyone living in Aylesbury knows how congested the 
area is. At peak times the roads are virtually gridlocked. Whenever there is an accident anywhere around Aylesbury the 
whole road network grinds to a halt as witnessed last week when there was an accident by Aylesbury College. To get to 
the town centre from where I live on Hampden Hall took me 40 minutes. In the same week temporary lights on the 
Wendover Road and Bedgrove meant that my husband took 45 minutes to get from the Wendover bypass to home, a 
journey which should take 5 minutes. The congestion is appalling and worsening. I was talking to someone who lives by 
the police station and works at Elm Farm vetinary practice. She can walk to work in 7 minutes. By car this journey takes 
her 20 minutes in the morning. Given the current chaos on the roads I fail to see that anyone who actually lives in 
Aylesbury would feel that the Plan has been positively prepared and seeks to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. Households now invariably 
have a minimum of 2 cars, often more given that children remain at home much longer. Aylesbury will simply grind to a 
halt. I beg someone to wake up to this and see that VALP is flawed. I cannot see why anyone would want to live in 
Aylesbury when the traffic is so bad now. A Plan that shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment yet an 
increase in housing numbers should not go unchallenged. I challenge those responsible for looking at the Modified Plan 
to visit Aylesbury at rush hour times. If they did that and then allowed this Modified Plan to be sanctioned when it fails 
to provide any updated transport assessment I would have to assume that the world has gone made. Aylesbury will 
have housing but no one will want to live here because the road network will simply collapse under the pressure.

Joanna Shepherd, Weston Turville, (who already cannot get out onto the Wendover Road in the morning unless 
someone lets her into the stream of solid traffic)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I notice with real concern on reading the Modified Plan that housing numbers for several large developments have been 
raised. Both Aylesbury Garden Town and RAF Halton have been amended from around 1000 to at least 1000. The 
Plan shows no evidence to any updated transport assessment based on these new figures which I feel is woeful. The 
congestion is appalling and worsening.  To increase the planned housing numbers is utter lunacy. (officer summary)

Respondent: Ms Joanna Shepherd [28438] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2821 - 30103 - MM088 - None

2821 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have
been raised.  
.D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has
been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
.D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at
least 1,590".
.D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
.D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least
3358"
.D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least
1,000"

I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The
roads are already over-congested, and the plans do nothing which will solve
this. In addition, the continued loss of countryside to housing development
is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness of
communities close to Aylesbury is being lost.

I do not agree that this plan, as modified, " seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements". Infrastructure is
already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this
plan will make it worse.

Best Regards
Andrew Burnett

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised.  
D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) has been modified from "around 1,000" to "at least
1,000"
I strongly disagree with increasing the housing density in this area. The roads are already over-congested. the 
continued loss of countryside to housing development is destroying the rural character of the area, and the distinctness 
of communities close to Aylesbury is being lost. 
Infrastructure is already inadequate to meet the needs of existing housing density and this plan will make it worse. 
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2876 - 28660 - MM088 - None

2876 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

HS2

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed development and infra 
structure requirements.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

Respondent: Mr Richard Makepeace [28660] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2882 - 30688 - MM088 - None

2882 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:
Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

HS2 

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation now or in the future and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed 
development and infra structure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

Respondent: Susan Makepeace [30688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2891 - 30623 - MM088 - None

2891 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sirs
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. 

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590". 
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358" 
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We both have to leave for 
work for work much earlier to avoid traffic delays. When there are any roadworks, water leaks, accidents etc. Aylesbury 
literally grinds to a halt. We are also concerned about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic and strongly disagree that this seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision. 
We feel work relating HS2 should not commence until the project has been finally approved, thus avoiding unnecessary 
devastation to the countryside, not to mention wasting vast amounts of money.

If HS2 does not go ahead, AVDC and BCC will not have the ability to fund their desired road system and we strongly 
disagree that this seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. D-HAL003 from "around 
1,000" to "at least 1,000". The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no 
evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We are also concerned 
about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Shirley & Raymond Cox [30623] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2897 - 30357 - MM088 - None

2897 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Attn: The Planning officer for the VALP

Sir / Madam

In addition to my earlier comments about the VALP I would like the following point to the amendments to the VALP to 
be taken into consideration:

Thank you in advance.

Kind regards

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. One would have expected the 
AVDC and BCC to include this major road infrastructure project fully into their plans. However, not only have they have 
deleted the reference from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-
operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that they may "Potentially consider it at 
some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 
at paragraph 7.21).

I am not only disappointed but truly dismayed at this lack of professionalism. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan is the most 
important planning document to be worked on for the coming years. For it to have parts deleted and not to include 
cooperation with the only other infrastructure project in the county beggars belief. The new plans hardly demonstrate 
the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives available.

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Again this demonstrates shoddy work and a woeful lack of respect for the planning process. It seems that the AVDC 
and BCC are not taking this process at all seriously. As a concerned resident I would welcome new housing if it's on 
the basis of a well thought out plan but this demonstrates no respect at all for the existing residents' quality of life, 
especially as regards increased traffic levels. In fact I would go so far as to say this in no way meets "Objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements" which I thought was a prerequisite for any plan.

HS2

AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken. Surely the plan cannot be finalised until HS2 has been finally 
approved? Attempting to push through the plan WITHOUT the funding would show unacceptable disregard regard for 
the impact this would have on residents who will surely then be expected to fund any shortfall through taxes.

Again this in no way attempts to meet "Objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements."

Change to Plan

Summary: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2897 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2903 - 28405 - MM088 - None

2903 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Planning Department

I am writing with regard to the newly modified Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I have various comments/concerns, which I 
have detailed below:

1). I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some 
point in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK 
that requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives. 
2). I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 
and D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually 
gives no meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. For example the local plan uses the caveat ''at least 
3358'' houses for D-AGT4. Does this mean that the planning department do not actually know how many houses they 
are planning for/building? If so, it cannot be called a 'plan' as the wording leads one to conclude the housing numbers 
are as yet still unknown and therefore unplanned.

In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. You have not presented anything that gives me confidence with 
regard to both future development of the area or the much needed infrastructure. (The latter is needed now before the 
building of more houses goes ahead).

3). Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead (e.g. the development S/W of Stoke 
Mandeville). As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that both AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned 
developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts.

Kind regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 and 
D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually gives no 
meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for 
purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. 
Infrastructure is needed now before the building of more houses goes ahead. (officer summary)

Respondent: Jennifer kruppa [28405] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2909 - 30195 - MM088 - None

2909 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sir,

Comment on the VALP Main Modifications

In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".
Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no su itable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers,
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003.
I totally disagree that this "has been positively prepared, by seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements". Until a suitable road infrastructure is place, Aylesbury will cease to function. The AVDC
and BCC appear to have no ability to plan effectively (certainly not up till now) for the traffic impact of housing around
Aylesbury.
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been
calculated". That is a nonsense.
It appears that Transport for Bucks (BCC) leaves the ownership of connecting new estate roads to existing main roads 
in
the hands of the developers, who have no idea how to manage this, as on the A41 mid-July 2019, bringing Aylesbury to 
a
standstill for 3 days. AVDC and BCC need to take ownership of t heir planning from beginning to end. Not leave it to
others.
It doesn't work now, and certainly won't in the future!
Finally, HS2. The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered so I totally disagree that this "has 
been
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" as the AVDC
and BCC cannot possibly know what is going to happen!
Your Faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no suitable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be 
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers, 
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003. 
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been 
calculated". That is a nonsense.
(officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Brian Tattam [30195] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2915 - 30332 - MM088 - None

2915 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Dear Sirs

Comment on the VALP main Modifications

Having read through the main modifications to the VALP, there are several areas which I think really do not make any 
sense:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway

This is a huge government-funded infrastructure project, which we are told will be the catalyst for development of 
housing between the two cities.
Surely there must be a duty on local authorities to factor such projects into their local plans?
However, the modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) 
and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph
7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? A great deal of taxpayers' money will be spent on this project, yet 
AVDC is turning away from the opportunities that it brings for properly planned development. This demonstrates a 
complete lack of joined-up strategic thinking.
The modified Plan can't be justified as the most appropriate strategy when you compare it to reasonable alternatives - 
which must include a consideration of the Expressway.

Housing numbers

In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed. This 
indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:

1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

HS2

Area D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's 
proposed road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. Where would that leave AVDC's plans? The Oakervee report has 
not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet.
It cannot be possible to approve the Plan unless and until there is a decision on HS2.

Conclusion

The whole thing just looks as though it has been cobbled together by amateurs in an attempt to get round the 
Inspector's very valid concerns. It ignores the existence of one major infrastructure project and relies on the delivery of 
a second one that may yet be cancelled. It's a very poor piece of work. Aylesbury deserves better than this.

Yours faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed.
This indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against
infrastructure and development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I
would have thought must required if the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:
D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2915 - 30332 - MM088 - None

2915 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2950 Support

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Openess  and green infrastructure are to be commended together with appropriate housing density as the rest of the 
site

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Openess  and green infrastructure are to be commended together with appropriate housing density as the rest of the 
site

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3002 - 32734 - MM088 - ii, iv

3002 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: In the main VALP, Wendover is identified as a strategic settlement, as is the need to avoid coalescence. Despite that, 
the plan then identifies Halton for the provision of new homes in Wendover - a small separate settlement with very 
limited transport links and infrastructure. To say 'at least 1,000 homes' should be provided with no specific details on 
how schools, medical facilities, shops, transport improvements etc etc would be provided is not a plan at all. The 
provision of one minor junction improvement is inadequate in response to the very real issues. These roads are already 
gridlocked at some times of day, Wendover doctors, schools and parking facilities for shops are already over capacity.  
Before land is taken out of the green belt, especially that of high quality adjacent to the AONB it should be clear that 
these issues can be addressed and that appropriate development at this scale can be realised. Housing need alone, 
especially where there are significant issues, does not justify green belt release.

Change to Plan Realistic provision of housing with appropriate infrastructure respecting local landscape and AONB designation.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: The provision of 'at least' 1,000 homes is not supported by appropriate planning infrastructure. The plans need to be 
developed taking into account green belt and AONB rules.

Respondent: Ms Branwen Evans [32734] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3021 - 32735 - MM088 - None

3021 Support

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached document 32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4 and the comments below that set out Crest 
Nicholson's support, subject to minor changes, to MM088.

Crest Nicholson would recommend that, in line with our comments in Section 4, the policy for RAF Halton be revised to 
accurately reflect the delay in delivery due to the base not closing until 2025, rather than 2022 as originally envisaged 
by the DIO during the VALP examination in public.  Various aspects of the policy wording need revising: 

'At least 625 homes during the Plan period'

No homes to be delivered 2018-2027 and at least 625 homes to be delivered 2027-2033

a. Provision of land for at least 625 dwellings during this plan period'

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support subject to minor revisions to housing trajectory and number of homes to be delivered within the plan period.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32735 Crest Nicholson Section 4.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3064 - 32783 - MM088 - ii

3064 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Within the VALP, there are many comments about the need for leisure facilities, with some specifically for Halton, 
Wendover and Aylesbury. However, the map showing plans for the RAF Halton site shows "housing allocation" where 
there are currently at least 3 grass pitches, a floodlit training area, a sports pavilion and an astroturf multi-sport pitch. 
These facilities are currently used by several local sports clubs from Aylesbury, Wendover and Tring as well as for 
charitable and other fund-raising events. 
Allocating sports facilities as "housing allocation" is in direct contrast to the Inspector's comments about the need to 
retain sports facilities.

Change to Plan The shaded area showing "housing allocation" should be refined to exclude current sports facilities and pitches.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Within the VALP, there are many comments about the need for leisure facilities, with some specifically for Halton, 
Wendover and Aylesbury. However, the map showing plans for the RAF Halton site shows "housing allocation" where 
there are currently at least 3 grass pitches, a floodlit training area, a sports pavilion and an astroturf multi-sport pitch. 
These facilities are currently used by several local sports clubs from Aylesbury, Wendover and Tring as well as for 
charitable and other fund-raising events. 
Allocating sports facilities as "housing allocation" is in direct contrast to the Inspector's comments about the need to 
retain sports facilities.

Respondent: Stuart Holcroft [32783] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3105 - 30681 - MM088 - None

3105 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: the map shows building on sports facilities land. These are used a great deal by  groups outside the area as well as 
local.
There is a great deal of green space in the village along Halton Lane.

Change to Plan retain all sports facilities, land and buildings for community use. Retain green space, green belt, for community use and 
to preserve outstanding views

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: the map shows building on sports facilities land. These are used a great deal by  groups outside the area as well as 
local.
There is a great deal of green space in the village along Halton Lane.

Respondent: Sue Barber [30681] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3153 - 32828 - MM088 - None

3153 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1) 
Housing and Infrastructure; especially road
networks

I am perplexed by the
modifications regarding housing. In particular, the housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
or, at the very least, there is now provision for significant increases. (Some,
eg D-AGT4 are actual significant increases.) 

In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

It is difficult to understand
how this can be regarded as positively prepared planning. What is proposed
seems to demonstrate a complete lack of objective assessment.

2) 
Modified Plan Reliant on HS2

It appears that at least some
of the housing development proposals (specifically that defined as D-AGT2) is
contingent upon the HS2 project proceeding, and proceeding to plan in its
present from. This is still far from certain. It is unclear how a key part of
the plan can be dependent on something outside AVDC and BCC control and as such
it does not seem that this aspect of the Plan demonstrates positive preparation
and objective assessment of development and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Housing numbers (Ref D-
AGT1 through D-AGT4 and D-HAL003) appear to have been significantly increased
In spite of these increases,
there does not appear to be any updated transport assessment relating to the
new figures. The transport aspect of the VALP has always been in question - now
it just got worse.

Respondent: Mr R H Garside [32828] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3166 - 30401 - MM088 - None

3166 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Add new criteria to policy: 

k. Provision of some Retail and small business premises to support the new community as a garden village

Revise para 4.108 to say:

In terms of Halton, approximately 1,000 homes will come forward during the Plan period at RAF Halton Camp after its 
closure in 2026

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The provisions of the policy should include local retail and small business premises.

Preceding paragraph 4.108 includes the incorrect closing date for RAF Halton and identifies the Wendover as the 
location when it should be Halton.

Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

HPC responsev1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3286 - 29946 - MM088 - None

3286 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)

Change to Plan We suggest and propose the following replacement wording:
i. Be planned in a manner which responds to the historic significance of the site, using a heritage-led approach to 
preserve the significance of heritage assets and their settings, whilst ensuring viable uses consistent with their 
conservation. 
j. Provision of sufficient quantity and quality of sport and recreation provision commensurate to the need generated by 
the new development.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We suggest and propose the following replacement wording:
i. Be planned in a manner which responds to the historic significance of the site, using a heritage-led approach to 
preserve the significance of heritage assets and their settings, whilst ensuring viable uses consistent with their 
conservation. 
j. Provision of sufficient quantity and quality of sport and recreation provision commensurate to the need generated by 
the new development.

There is no distinction between the treatment of designated and non-designated heritage assets. There is no statutory 
requirement to enhance special interest, in respect of listed buildings (officer summary)

Respondent: Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29946 Watson, Jennifer - JLL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3341 - 28599 - MM088 - None

3341 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1. Inadequacy of plan to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements

I see that, in the modified Plan, the housing numbers for several large developments have been increased:
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

Despite this, the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already heavily congested, and the town centre is prone to gridlock and 
massive knock-on effects whenever there is a small issue in another nearby area (as recent experiences with burst 
water mains have shown - see articles at https://www.bucksherald.co.uk/news/updated-thames-water-apologises-after-
aylesbury-traffic-gridlock-following-burst-water-main-749861 or https://www.mix96.co.uk/news/local/2159450/burst-
water-main-causes-aylesbury-gridlock/ for examples). The A41 Aston Clinton Road in particular now has enormous 
tailbacks for traffic travelling in an westerly direction virtually every weekday morning. This is not an issue of capacity 
on the A41 itself; it is indicative of too much traffic reaching bottleneck junctions at they enter the town centre (caused 
in no small part by all the traffic light controlled junctions that have been added in recent years, which I understand 
were put in place so as to accommodate heavy traffic from Arla lorries which would have been unable to pass 
effectively through the otherwise efficiently-functioning roundabouts that had until that point been in place and working 
well for many years). 

Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, I do not have confidence that AVDC or BCC 
have planned effectively for the effects on traffic of housing in this area. I would disagree that the modified plan seeks 
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

2. Unreasonable expectations of the public during the consultation process

While I don't doubt that the consultation process itself probably complies with the statutory obligations, I would query 
whether there really has been a true effort to engage the public in this important local matter. Specifically, there 
appears to have been very little publicity relating to the revised plan and, speaking personally, had I not heard about it 
via the Hampden Fields Action Group newsletter this December with 15 days to go until the expiry of the consultation 
period, I'm not sure I would have heard about it at all. 

Out of curiosity, I downloaded the two main consultation documents, converted them to Microsoft Word format, and 
performed a word count. The results were as follows:
* Local plan (proposed submission): 107,808 words spanning 313 pages.
* Local plan (proposed main modifications): 111,874 words spanning 222 pages.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: * D-AGT1 has been modified from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

 
Based on my experience of the increasing traffic problems in and around the town, and based on the lack of an 
updated transport assessment based on the increased housing figures, no confidence that Councils planned effectively 
for the traffic effects  Disagree that the modified plan meets objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Respondent: Mr Paul Paul Sypko [28599] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3350 - 32910 - MM088 - i

3350 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town site 1, south of Stoke Mandeville) has been modified to raise housing from "around 
1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 (south west of Stoke Mandeville) from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 (includes Woodlands) from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 (includes Hampden Fields) from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
* D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

What do you make of this?
What are BCC's and AVDC's plans to manage the vast increase in the traffic impact of housing will have in this area? 
Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. On top of this, the increased demand for Chiltern 
Railways will be unmanageable. The station car parks are already full and the trains cannot cope with current demand.

I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements. 

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made.

Again, I strongly disagree that these plans have been positively prepared, or seek to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 

I wish for my objections to be recorded and duly considered.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: Housing numbers for developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has raised housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2  from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3  from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4  from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 

Have they been properly considered. Aylesbury is already gridlocked with current traffic, these developments will have 
a massive negative impact on the roads, congestion, and pollution. Increased demand for Chiltern Railways 
unmanageable. 
Plan cannot be approved until that final decision is made on HS2.

Respondent: Keith Ware [32910] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 3411 - 32512 - MM088 - None

3411 Object

MM088VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 November 2019 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
We would like to thank you for taking many of our comments from previous consultations on board. 
Natural England is of the opinion that as it stands this Local Plan does not meet all of the tests of soundness. Natural 
England's primary concerns centre around Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity, as well as some of the new 
wording regarding Green Infrastructure. 
Once this is addressed we would be happy to review our advice with regards to soundness of the plan. 
We have also included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes 
concerned with wording of certain policies. 
QUESTIONS OF SOUNDNESS 
Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. In particular; 
* In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as 
well as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170. 
* In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

* In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 
*  In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 
* In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Unsound on the basis that it is ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
Green Infrastructure (p.256) and Policy I1 
In addition to the below comments on Green Infrastructure (GI), we are also supportive of the Buckinghamshire and 
Milton Keynes NEP's additional representations on reinstating support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles 2016 
document. 
Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions and practice of GI - 
including but not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, 
ANGSt guidance of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (2011) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. 
Inclusion of areas of hardstanding as 'green infrastructure' will lead to GI requirements being fulfilled without any sign of 
real green space. It will allow interpretation of the policy to lead to less green areas being provided, and therefore less 
ecosystem and natural capital services brought forward. 
Further to the above, the inclusion of transport links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is 
similarly incompatible with generally accepted definitions of GI. Natural England recognises that these routes could 
have the potential to provide GI connectivity, through such measures as tree or hedge planting along the route, but are 
not generally considered GI in their own right. 
Unsound on the basis that the modifications are unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats. 
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife. 
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 

Respondent: Natural England (Eleanor  Sweet-Escott) [32512] Agent: N/A
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conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1. 
Site Allocations 
Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. In order to comply with the NPPF, 
para. 175, 'if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused'. The NPPF also stresses the 
importance (para 171) of taking a 'strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 
infrastructure'. By including the words 'where practicable' you allow for the possibly of destruction of priority habitats 
and the loss of biodiversity. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. Unless you know there is mitigation required, then remove 
the 'as required'. The discrepancy on how biodiversity is considered between site allocations is currently inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170 and Policy NE1. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Natural England provided a response on 3rd June 2019 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment. 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me at eleanor.sweet-
escott@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Eleanor Sweet-Escott 
Lead Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent Team

Change to Plan
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Summary: ADVISORY
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife.
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: D-Hal 003 - Where Halton the Sports and Heritage sites are to be retained (p143) and 50% green infrastructure has 
been specified (p145)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: The SWMK Consortium's representations to Main Modifications MM016 seeks clarity and consistency on the proposed 
closure date of RAF Halton, and for that date to be consistent with the predicted housing delivery at the site in the 
housing trajectory.

It is predicted in Main Modification MM088 that 1,000 dwellings would be delivered at the RAF Halton site between 
2023 and 2033. Appendix A (referred to in Main Modification MM023 and the VALP Housing Land Supply Document 
July 2018 [Doc Ref. ED 213] also include the RAF Halton site in the housing trajectory. It is predicted that housing 
would be delivered at the site from 2024/25, and that once established 125 dwellings per annum would be delivered 
from the proposed development.

Firstly, it is not realistic for housing to be delivered at the RAF Halton site before it has closed and operations have 
ceased. As set out above, the proposed closure date of RAF Halton will need to be clarified, in order to inform the 
subsequent delivery timetable for development at the site. Secondly, it is noted in the DIO's Matter 15r Hearing 
Statement (prepared by JLL June 2018) that housing would be delivered two years after the closure of the site i.e. two 
years from 2022 in 2024/25, and that approximately 100 dwellings per year would be delivered at the site from 2024/25. 
It should be noted that the previously stated annual delivery rates for development at the site are different to those now 
predicted. It is likely that the conversion of the buildings at RAF Halton will require some specialist input because they 
are heritage assets and as such construction will take longer to complete contracts, particularly for a complex and 
sensitive site such as RAF Halton.

As set out in the SWMK Consortium's Matter 15r Hearing Statement there are a number of tasks that need to be 
completed following closure before development can commence at the RAF Halton site. It will take time to complete 
technical surveys and the design and layout of the proposed development, discuss and agree the proposed 
development with statutory consultees, consult with residents, prepare and obtain approval for a masterplan, prepare 
and submit a planning application, submit reserved matters and discharge conditions, market the site to developers 
and housebuilders, and complete infrastructure
It is considered that, based on the above comments, a more realistic delivery timetable and annual delivery rate for the 
proposed development at RAF Halton is as follows: site closure and operations cease in 2025/26; pre-development 
planning tasks complete by 2027/28 i.e. two years after closure; site preparation, including decontamination and 
infrastructure works, complete by 2028/29; housing delivery to commence in 2028/29, and assume 25 dwellings 
completed; and, annual housing delivery rate of 100 dwellings per annum from 2029/30 i.e. housing delivery rate 
identical to that assumed by DIO in 2018. The outcome of these amendments are that only 425 dwellings would be 
delivered from the RAF Halton site during the plan period i.e. 575 dwellings fewer than currently predicted. 

In these circumstances, it is considered that additional land needs to be identified to address the under delivery of 
housing from the RAF Halton site. 

As set out in the SWMK Consortium's representations, it is requested that an additional allocation in North East 
Aylesbury Vale is made i.e. at Site Ref. NLV020.

Change to Plan requested that the closure date for RAF Halton is confirmed, and that the identified date is consistent throughout 
PSVALP. It is requested that a more realistic delivery timetable and annual delivery rate is applied to development at 
RAF Halton, taking into account the number of tasks that need to be completed following closure and before 
development can commence; the redevelopment of the site is complex and will require specialist input and consultation 
with a range of stakeholders and statutory consultees.

It is considered that additional land needs to be identified to address the under delivery of housing from the RAF Halton 
site. It is requested that an additional allocation in North East Aylesbury Vale is made i.e. at Site Ref. NLV020.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The proposed closure date of RAF Halton will need to be clarified, in order to inform the subsequent delivery timetable 
for development at the site. There are a number of tasks that need to be completed following closure before 
development can commence at the RAF Halton site. It is considered that a more realistic delivery timetable and annual 
delivery rate for development at RAF Halton would mean that only 425 dwellings would be delivered from the site 
during the plan period i.e. 575 dwellings fewer than currently predicted

Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Brian 

Flynn) [32931]

Agent: N/A
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Full Text: With regards to modifications in the plan to housing numbers specifically D-HAL003 (includes RAF Halton site) from 
"around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As a resident of Halton I am concerned that there is no mention of infrastructure considerations given this change. 
Wendover and Halton is already a heavily congested area (especially towards the High Street). What are you plans to 
accommodate? It isn't acceptable to simply adjust housing numbers without the required adjustments for the area 
infrastructure wise. Given the already high number of houses is this acceptable to raise it further?

Change to Plan Include better infrastructure for RAF Halton

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Including 'at least' will mean more housing on RAF Halton which will have an impact on infrastructure which should be 
taken into account

Respondent: Ms Michaela Hutchins [32939] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Add following criteria to policy D-HAL003
* Look to encourage the provision of employment and training uses either on the site or on neighbouring MOD, or other 
land, where appropriate, utilising the existing or new  buildings or facilities where possible 
* Look to develop appropriate additional training and education facilities in tandem with other development of the site to 
relieve local pressures on existing facilities

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: Add following criteria to policy D-HAL003
* Look to encourage the provision of employment and training uses either on the site or on neighbouring MOD, or other 
land, where appropriate, utilising the existing or new  buildings or facilities where possible 
* Look to develop appropriate additional training and education facilities in tandem with other development of the site to 
relieve local pressures on existing facilities

Respondent: Mr Jonathan Clover [31009] Agent: N/A
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Clover, Jonathan - addendum.pdf

Clover, Jonathan redacted.pdf
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Add following to D-HAL003

As part of the work of the new Buckinghamshire Council,  an up to date assessment of traffic needs, and parking 
provision, is made for both the site and the local communities of Wendover and Halton, and any other commuter 
station such as Tring, to enable local highway network and parking provision to be improved.

Amend (d) to read (i)  "Provision of new bus  routes (for Tring, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville, 
Aylesbury, Amersham,  and Princes Risborough) and expanded times of bus services (including more weekend and 
evening services)"  and (ii) Provision of expanded rail services

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests
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Summary: Add following to D-HAL003

As part of the work of the new Buckinghamshire Council,  an up to date assessment of traffic needs, and parking 
provision, is made for both the site and the local communities of Wendover and Halton, and any other commuter 
station such as Tring, to enable local highway network and parking provision to be improved.

Amend (d) to read (i)  "Provision of new bus  routes (for Tring, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville, 
Aylesbury, Amersham,  and Princes Risborough) and expanded times of bus services (including more weekend and 
evening services)"  and (ii) Provision of expanded rail services

Respondent: Mr Jonathan Clover [31009] Agent: N/A
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Clover, Jonathan - addendum.pdf

Clover, Jonathan redacted.pdf
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Full Text: I have reviewed the Modified VALP with regard to the development at Halton and I have the following comments to 
make.

Pleased to see the revised wording in the VALP on protecting heritage and the existing sports facilities. There are still 
some errors that need correcting to make the plan sound.

having hints that the green belt status of the land may be removed in the future would raise questions about its 
soundness. Their rationale was that developers would just landbank(not build any houses on) the land in the hope it 
was lifted and they could maximise their profit. AVDC agreed to remove all hints and innuendo's that the green belt 
status will be lifted in the next plan or subsequent plans.
This has not happened, and these hints should be removed. 3.32 'Whilst there are arguments for releasing the RAF 
Halton site, because of the change in circumstances and the future work to be done around how the site is developed 
after its closure, it is considered premature to release from the Green Belt.' This implies that its removal will happen in 
the future, I suggest the words in bold are deleted. 4.132 'Therefore it is considered that redevelopment and/or 
refurbishment of existing buildings in the first phase of development would be appropriate and not require that the site 
be removed from the Green Belt at this stage.' I suggest the bold words are deleted.

RAF Halton are to become a residential suburb of Wendover is factually wrong, could result in bad planning decisions 
and may lead to a lack of proper garden village infrastructure.. While the parish of Halton abuts the parish of Wendover 
this does not justify this contention. As the land being disposed of by the DIO surrounds Halton Village and is all in the 
parish of Halton The facts do not support this stance. It appears that the planners are ignoring the facts in order to 
justify Wendover's position. In para S2. e Wendover will accommodate around 1,132 new homes with 1,000 new 
homes at Halton Camp which is now confirmed to be closing in 2022 recognising the sustainability of Wendover and 
the railway station. I would suggest this is replaced by the following sentence: Wendover will accommodate 132 new 
homes and Halton will provide around 1000 new homes at the RAF Camp which is now confirmed to start being drawn 
down in 2022. 4.128 because it is in reasonable walking and cycling distance of Wendover's services and facilities, it is 
appropriate that it be redeveloped for housing and other associated uses.
Lying on the Wendover side of the boundary between Halton and Wendover parishes is the Princess Marygate 
development on the site of the old RAF hospital site. This development is at a minimum 150m closer to Wendover than 
any new homes delivered on the RAF Halton site could be. The inspector when reviewing the Princess Marygate 
development stated in Part 2 of his report para 8.1.26 The former hospital site is some 1.25 km from the centre of 
Wendover. Although within walking distance for most pedestrian trips, I fear the site may be beyond a reasonable limit 
for many residents wishing to make a return journeys especially the elderly, those with children or those returning with 
heavy shopping.. The RAF site itself where homes will be developed range from 150m to over a kilometre further away 
from the Princess Marygate development and are between 1.4km and 2.kms from the centre of Wendover with an even 
more hilly walk. I would suggest the words 'walking and ' are deleted as they are factually wrong.

Change to Plan Hints about lifting the Green Belt (3.32 & 4.132) should be deleted.
RAF Halton is in Halton not Wendover and the plan should not say otherwise.
References to walking to Wendover from the site should be deleted.

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests
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Summary: Inappropriate hints about lifting the Green Belt still remain in the plan (3.32 & 4.132) and should be deleted as per the 
Inspector's requirement.
RAF Halton is in Halton not Wendover and the plan should not say otherwise.
The proposed development is 1.4km to 2km from Wendover which is too far for walking to be practical so references to 
walking to Wendover from the site should be deleted.

Respondent: Mr Brian Thompson [32136] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. Although the narrative of the Jacobs Report (Countywide Local
Plan Modelling Support Phase 3 Final 160817) claims that 1,000
houses at Halton are included, Figure 3-A in the report shows
virtually no housing for Halton. As a result, the Inspector can have
no confidence that this part of the modified Plan with major
impact has been properly considered.
2. Paragraph 5.2.1.6 in that same report shows significant travel time
increases in and around Wendover. The acknowledged limitations
in the Countywide model mean that these have most likely been
underestimated. Once again, no mitigation is offered or been
modelled in Countywide model runs.
3. This is also relevant as the A413 from this site into Aylesbury is a
Priority Congestion Management Corridor, which threatens the
modified Plan aim of safeguarding "a network of cycling and
walking links to and from Aylesbury Town..." (MM088 para e)

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A
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Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: We support all these changes. We are the promoters of the most accessible parts of WIN001 and the changes reflect 
the latest delivery position and progress with the pending planning applications.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We support all these changes. We are the promoters of the most accessible parts of WIN001 and the changes reflect 
the latest delivery position and progress with the pending planning applications.

Respondent: Land and Partners Ltd (Mr Tom Hutchinson) [29954] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: We support the reduction of housing numbers at site WIN001 from 585 to 315 homes. It has become clear through the 
current outline applications for the site, which if approved amount to a maximum of 355 new homes, that the WIN001 
allocation was never going to achieve the numbers suggested and therefore this change is necessary and agreed.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We support the reduction of housing numbers at site WIN001 from 585 to 315 homes. It has become clear through the 
current outline applications for the site, which if approved amount to a maximum of 355 new homes, that the WIN001 
allocation was never going to achieve the numbers suggested and therefore this change is necessary and agreed.

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845] Agent: Delta Planning (Maria Sheridan) [29890]
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Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan Allocation WIN001 should be reinstated to deliver a larger number of homes (at least 585 as drafted previously); and 
reference to areas where there should be no development, and the ecological buffer to the north, should be removed.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests
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Summary: Overall, the allocation of WIN001 is supported. However, MM089 unnecessarily restricts the development opportunity 
here and will further restrict development to the north if that is needed in the future (as anticipated). MM089 is counter-
productive to deliver the housing requirement set out in the Plan and fails to properly reflect the Plan's settlement 
hierarchy or Winslow's capacity to accommodate growth going forward. Matters relating to the proposed layout (such 
as ecology buffer and areas of no development) should be left for consideration through the determination of a planning 
application.

Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109] Agent: Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]
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Main Mods Response Form - Winslow- MM070.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - WIN001- MM089.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - New Settlemnet- MM008.pdf

Main Mods Response Form - Housing Allocation- MM009.pdf
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan the proposed
phasing should be removed.
change to criterion d) recommend that this wording is removed.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Objections to the proposed phasing
which restricts the majority of delivery on this site to 2023 and beyond remain.No evidence has been provided and 
therefore the proposed
phasing should be removed.
criterion d) which sought to restrict
built form beyond the watercourse,  the new wording proposed is not justified. There is  no evidence to justify restricting 
built development as shown on the
proposals map within these locations. To do so could also lead to difficulties in achieving the
quantum of housing proposed on the allocation or lead to an inappropriately high-density
development.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Figar Land Limited.

Change to Plan My client suggest that the following revised wording be used in place of the wording
proposed by MM091 in order to ensure that it reflects a positively prepared approach:
'Sites allocated in this Plan, in a made Neighbourhood Plan or committed by planning permission will
normally deliver the district's required level of growth in full. Proposals for development in other
locations will be determined on the basis of the policies within this Plan and made Neighbourhood
plans. In order to ensure that continued, appropriate and sustainable growth is secured over the
entirety of the Plan period, where the Council's monitoring of housing delivery across the district
shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the expected rate, additional larger-scale
proposals in the larger villages on land not allocated in the Local Plan or a neighbourhood plan will be
determined in accordance with Policy D3. Proposals will need to be accompanied by evidence
demonstrating how the site can be delivered in a timely manner and meet all of the criteria set out in
Policy D3.'

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The comments provided in response to MM079 and MM080 also apply in response to MM091.
My client suggest revised wording be used in place of the wording proposed by MM091 in order to ensure that it reflects 
a positively prepared approach. (officer summary)

Respondent: LDA Design (Mr David Bell) [29603] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29603 Bell, David - LDA Design_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2803 - 32654 - MM094 - ii

2803 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As a resident of Creslow way I object to the proposed development on the grounds there is only one access to the site 
with no turning circle at the narrow  entrance.
Parking on the street is already extremely problematical with several cars parked blocking pavements and causing cars 
to pass on the wrong side of the road. 
The extra traffic from the development will cause issues on the small roundabout at the end of Creslow way plus the 
extra traffic joining  the already congested A418  will inevitably lead to delays.
The local Gp surgeries are already stretched and oversubscribed.

Change to Plan the development needs a safer entrance.
the infrastructure to support the new development needs to be provided 
the original plan of 10 houses seems a much safer option

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: As a resident of Creslow way I object to the proposed development on the grounds there is only one access to the site 
with no turning circle at the narrow  entrance.
Parking on the street is already extremely problematical with several cars parked blocking pavements and causing cars 
to pass on the wrong side of the road. 
The extra traffic from the development will cause issues on the small roundabout at the end of Creslow way plus the 
extra traffic joining  the already congested A418  will inevitably lead to delays.
The local Gp surgeries are already stretched and oversubscribed.

Respondent: mrs dawn baldwin [32654] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2811 - 32473 - MM094 - i, ii, iii, iv

2811 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I Object to the proposal to build 26 houses verses  '10' which is in harmony with the Parish Strategy & community needs
Density excessive  & not in character of existing neighbourhood
*.    No Green space/play allocated. Mature Copper Beech & Scots pine trees (reg'd TPO's )  *     Ideal for the health, 
enjoyment & benefit for community
Reduction in biodiversity,habitats,Flora & Fauna
*. The land is a natural environment for the dispersion of water drainage
*   Already effects properties bordering the land identified
Excessive Road Traffic (based on 2 vehicles per build) via (one entry/exit point) already with safety concerns owing to 
lack of parking  & design of Creslow Way
Reduced Road parking already under pressure as 5 cul-de-sacs use Creslow Way.
The new Junction would reduce parking by 20% thereby creating conflict in the neighbourhood, when Visitors,Trade 
seek parking areas.
The proposal does not consider 'All ages, abilities, needs

Change to Plan Retain Character & Cohesion
Implement original plan for 10 homes
 mix for all ages/abilities/needs
Develop Green space/play area,/allotment
Retain bio diversity,uphold Trees TPO's
For total community incl .St Johns +
Hedgerows ,Flora & fauna
Reduce traffic numbers + C02's usage, as no local amenities, services to accommodate. The new entrance will remove 
20% current parking 
Which is already presenting issues
Retain good social & neighbourhood spirit
Minimise build to allow for water dispersal and minimise lying water/flooding already effecting parts of Creslow Way
Pressure on dated Sewage network

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Density in character of all ages/abilities for the Parish
Severe lack of green space/play area for a wider  community,to include  St Johns,Whitechurch
Beacon Close
Recognise Opportunity to include Mature Trees (reg'd TPO's) Flora & Fauna,reducing carbon dioxide 
Reduction in biodiversity, water dispersion
Create negative effect on limited road parking
& neighbourhood relations
No amenities/services thereby increasing Extra Traffic
In Creslow away & A418 .C02's

Respondent: Mr Graham Chance [32473] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2822 - 32640 - MM094 - ii, iii

2822 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Increase of 10 houses to 26 would cause issues with traffic on the upper section of Creslow Way. The road is narrower 
than most 2 carriageway roads and with parked vehicles is not suitable for extra traffic and emergency vehicles. Also 
the increased number of homes would make preserving the existing mature trees on the site more difficult.

Change to Plan Preferably reduce number from 26 but at very least ensure maximum development on the entire site is limited to 26 
homes with suitable green space provision and retention of all existing mature trees.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Increase of 10 houses to 26 would cause issues with traffic on the upper section of Creslow Way. The road is narrower 
than most 2 carriageway roads and with parked vehicles is not suitable for extra traffic and emergency vehicles. Also 
the increased number of homes would make preserving the existing mature trees on the site more difficult.

Respondent: Dr Bryce Taylor [32640] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2828 - 32484 - MM094 - iv

2828 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Having lived in Creslow Way for 15 years I can say that a development of this magnitude is too large for Creslow Way. 
Creslow Way is congested and additional houses with insufficient parking will exacerbate the problem. On a regular 
basis a fire engine would not be able to reach the end of the road in an emergency due to parking.
Traffic at peak times would increase leading to congestion
Schools are already under pressure- can Stone primary cope with more catchment pupils?
10 houses would be manageable if they had sufficient parking, more is not viable.

Change to Plan Reduce the number of dwellings proposed.
Ensure each property must have enough driveway parking.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Having lived in Creslow Way for 15 years I can say that a development of this magnitude is too large for Creslow Way. 
Creslow Way is congested and additional houses with insufficient parking will exacerbate the problem. On a regular 
basis a fire engine would not be able to reach the end of the road in an emergency due to parking.
Traffic at peak times would increase leading to congestion
Schools are already under pressure- can Stone primary cope with more catchment pupils?
10 houses would be manageable if they had sufficient parking, more is not viable.

Respondent: Mrs Helen Hodson [32484] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2833 - 32681 - MM094 - ii

2833 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Density of the development not in keeping with current housing design layout.
Car parking allocation totally inadequate for number of houses/people.
Obvious problems arising with residents conflict on parking allocations.
No allowance for visitors car parking which will increase congestion on the site.
All wild life habitat in the proposed site area now already displaced.
The proposed entrance to the development will deny at least 20% on already limited parking for visitors, utility and trade 
vehicles on Creslow Way.
Big increase in traffic flow through already congested Creslow Way.
Only one entrance and exit point from development.
No green areas allowed for in plans.
Strain on local amenities e.g. doctors, schools.

Change to Plan Significantly reduce the number of proposed dwellings to be in keeping with the existing development i.e. detached 
housing with own offroad parking.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Increase of proposed dwellings to 26 is clearly contradictory to the proposal that it should be in keeping with the 
existing layout on Creslow Way, which is that of detached housing.

Respondent: Mr Paul Sylvester [32681] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2838 - 32684 - MM094 - i, ii, iii

2838 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This increase by a factor of 2.6 is not a sustainable change due to a number of factors. 

The single entry/exit point to the new development on Creslow Way serves a large number of houses and the number 
of cars parked on the road is increasing at night and during the week-end.  The road is narrow and some people have 
resorted to parking on pavements that obstructs push chairs and the disabled. 

There are a number of trees with preservation orders and the community could greatly benefit local community if 
arranged in a green space with easy access for locals allowing a better quality of life and greater social well being.  

We (all of us) are facing a climate change and it is well known that trees are one significant tool to reduce carbon 
dioxide in the air. This development should be aware of this and the need to preserve trees, tree roots and provide 
habitats for wild life.  26 houses may map over 50 cars - it is self-evident that there will be insufficient space for 
reasonably sized green space and that main houses and cars.  Furthermore, tree preservation orders must be 
respected - there are many cases of the "accidental" removal of trees that are protected - any developer should 
understand this and be committed to respecting these preservation orders. A large 26 home development makes this 
very difficult to achieve. 

On a practical level, it is highly likely that if 26 homes are built residents and visitors to the new development  will be 
forced to park in Creslow Way as an overflow.  

Please note that the need to build new houses is well understood but please do this in a reasonable way and consider 
environmental impact which is also an extremely  important  issue.

Change to Plan Reduce the number of houses and therefore the  likely number of cars. 

Incorporate a green space into the plan including the trees with preservation orders

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: This increase by a factor of 2.6 is not a sustainable change due to a number of factors. 

The single entry/exit road entrance point to the new development off Creslow Way will increase congestion and 
overflow parking issues. Creslow way is already a narrow road.

There are a number of trees with preservation orders and a green space for environment including these trees will 
blend with the new houses in the development in a sustainable way.   Packing in  a large number of houses in a small 
space will stop this opportunity to improve the area for the local community.

Respondent: Mr RICHARD JONES [32684] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2920 - 31591 - MM094 - None

2920 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The site within area STO008 is not suitable for the allocation of 26 houses and contains several large trees with Tree 
Preservation Orders on them which will need to be fully considered within any planning application to ensure that they 
are retained, along with suitable green spaces.  The Parish Council strongly objects to the proposal to accommodate 
26 houses on this site.

Change to Plan Reduce the provision from proposed 26 houses back to original allocation of 10 houses.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The site within area STO008 is not suitable for the allocation of 26 houses and contains several large trees with Tree 
Preservation Orders on them which will need to be fully considered within any planning application to ensure that they 
are retained, along with suitable green spaces.  The Parish Council strongly objects to the proposal to accommodate 
26 houses on this site.

Respondent: Stone With Bishopstone And Hartwell Parish 

Council (Parish Clerk) [31591]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2961 - 32479 - MM094 - ii

2961 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Firstly the development of Creslow Way is a quiet street of large 4 and 5 bedrooms houses which already has growing 
families of two cars or more, producing traffic flows which the road and speed humps only just cope with.  Adding traffic 
for another 26 houses will create a dangerous place for our children to play.  There is a popular play park at the end of 
Creslow Way which sees a lot of young families and children scooting, cycling and kicking footballs along the paths 
which at the moment flow safely to the green space, creating an off shoot road for potentially 50 or more cars spoils 
this one safe place for children to walk to the park.

Linked to this, visitors and young adults often park on the road creating a passing hazard (the owner of the land himself 
has about 5 cars he parks all along the road).  Congestion will become a problem with deliveries and 50plus more 
vehicles trying to turn in from a very tight angle and manoeuvre around multiple parked cars.  The number of houses in 
the development show there clearly won't be enough parking and therefore it will impact Creslow Way causing a danger.

The density of houses is not as Creslow way, if the development is to be part of Creslow way it should be in keeping, 
4/5 bed homes with adequate parking and garages.  Therefore 10 houses is far more appropriate.

The land behind Creslow Way has been a beautiful orchard until recently it's been left to become overgrown.  We see 
loads of young muntjac deer, pheasant, partridges, rabbits, badgers etc on a daily basis who have made this land their 
home, it's not justified to build on this site when so many others sites are more suitable.

The trees on Creslow Way are part of the same old hospital site as this proposed land and the whole development 
originally called Chiltern view was built around all the trees which have a TPO.  Residents in the street many of whom 
have them in their gardens, have looked after these trees for over 20 years spending thousands of pounds and going 
through the correct channels obtaining permission from the council and pruning them responsibly and within all the 
regulations set out for TPO.  It would be an absolute mockery of the system if this site is allowed to go ahead which 
results In the loss of any of the trees.  As was the case 20 years ago any houses should be built around the trees in 
keeping with the rest of Creslow Way.

The traffic entering St Johns from the A413 is already at dangerous speeds and cars regularly park on the road at the 
top before the mini roundabout causing cars to cut the roundabout.  I worry for the safety of children crossing due to the 
speed at which cars come off the main road.  This will be worse with another 50 plus cars entering a quiet residential 
close.  This is simply not a justifiable development as the access is not in suitable place.

Change to Plan Our preference is that alternative land is sought for development however the most important factor is that only a small 
number of 4/5 bedroom houses should be added which is in keeping with current development allows for green space 
and keeps the traffic flow and parking issues to a minimum, plus protects the trees and wildlife.  Therefore the plan 
should revert back to 10 houses as an absolute maximum.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: For many reasons, including children's safety, TPO regulations, wildlife displacement, parking and traffic hazards and 
the layout of Creslow Way do I not believe the development is justified and that alternative land should be considered.

Respondent: Mr and Mrs Giffen [32479] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2965 - 30081 - MM094 - iii

2965 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: - Density of development not in keeping with the current layout per the entry point of Creslow Way.
 
- Big safety issue due to parking congestion along Creslow Way (particularly by site entrance) and bend in road 
impacting visibility - this will only worsen with +52 cars. Also adds to existing traffic issue in/out of Aylesbury - road is 
backed up through Stone during rush hour and this is before HS2 even starts!

- Damage to environment with loss of trees and wildlife habitats - development should have smaller impact (per original 
10 homes) and allow more green space.

Change to Plan - Reduce from 26 homes back to 10 homes.

- Allow for more green space.

- Ensure sufficient parking. 

- Consider entry point onto land from Ford Rd (lower road between Aylesbury/Haddenham).

- Retain all mature trees.

- Do not build immediately behind existing houses in Creslow Way, to minimize noise and disruption.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: - Density of development not in keeping with the current layout per the entry point of Creslow Way.
 
- Big safety issue due to parking congestion along Creslow Way (particularly by site entrance) and bend in road 
impacting visibility - this will only worsen with +52 cars. Also adds to existing traffic issue in/out of Aylesbury - road is 
backed up through Stone during rush hour and this is before HS2 even starts!

- Damage to environment with loss of trees and wildlife habitats - development should have smaller impact (per original 
10 homes) and allow more green space.

Respondent: Alison Timman [30081] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2975 - 32725 - MM094 - ii

2975 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Concern too many houses - originally 10 now increased to 26 which is not in keeping with current houses on creslow 
way.
Already very congested with cars - and only one way in and one way out and cars go down too fast and pavements are 
often blocked which as a mother of two young kids an increase of 26+ cars will be a massive worry.
Creslow way is too narrow to cope with a higher volume of traffic
People already fly over the roundabout at the entrance in a dangerous manner - this will only get worse.
Concerns over access for emergency vehicles
School and doctors already over subscribed.

Change to Plan Improvement to the roundabout at the entrance to creslow way.
More parking including visitor parking.
Reduction in houses back to 10!
Preserve the remaining trees on the site.
Restriction on any contractor working times to avoid impact to existing residents

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: Creslow way can not safely support this increase in housing from 10 to 26 - the traffic and parking is already an issue 
and its unsafe.

Respondent: mrs CAROL NICHOLLS [32725] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3031 - 32480 - MM094 - i, ii, iii, iv

3031 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the initial plan of 10 houses, let alone the current 26 now proposed as this will have major implications on 
local services and increased traffic in the area. 

Objections include the following:
-The density of the proposed housing will have a major impact on the level of traffic on existing access roads (Creslow 
Way). 
-The amount of houses proposed will increase the amount of cars and therefore parking required for the proposed 
increased population.
-Creslow Way is a narrower than average road which struggles with additional cars being parked outside houses in it's 
current state (visitors per household and users of St Johns playing fields).
- With increased cars and the potential overflow of parking in Creslow Way, there are potential for problems with 
Emergency services being able to access the area.
-There are many established trees and existing wildlife on the land proposed that have free-flow to quiet gardens, 
including foxes, deer and munkjacks. The trees also support rare woodpeckers and owls. 
- The current village services, including schools and Doctor surgeries are already at capacity, the proposed plan would 
add to this strain. 
- The already busy A418 cannot cope with the current traffic levels into Aylesbury, this will place additional strain to 
these roads with the extra cars.

Change to Plan Reduced number of houses.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I object to the original plan of 10 houses and even more so to the plan of 26, it is unsustainable and dangerous. Due to 
the increased traffic and already difficult parking, danger to children,  impact on wildlife and already strained services, 
proposed site is not suitable. 
I am not convinced that there is a demand for these houses due to other developments in the area (Haddenham) being 
unable to sell the houses that are currently being constructed.

Respondent: Mr and Mrs Caldwell [32480] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3033 - 32745 - MM094 - None

3033 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The density of the development is too high for the space. The car parking is already tight, with lack of visitor parking 
and making it hard to weave up the road through parked cars - this will only make it much worse. The tree protection 
orders must be adhered to. There will be an increase of traffic making Creslow Way more of a bottleneck. No green or 
play areas included.

Change to Plan Drastically reduce the planned number of houses, or reject this area for development.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The density of the development is too high for the space. The car parking is already tight, with lack of visitor parking 
and making it hard to weave up the road through parked cars - this will only make it much worse. The tree protection 
orders must be adhered to. There will be an increase of traffic making Creslow Way more of a bottleneck. No green or 
play areas included.

Respondent: Mrs Annie Andrews [32745] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3034 - 32746 - MM094 - i, ii, iii

3034 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Page 132 - The site within area STO008 is not suitable for the allocation of 26 houses. 
The allocation for this site is currently 10 houses, which if completed will already put an unacceptable strain on the 
existing road infrastructure. Increasing the allocation to 26 without a full appraisal of the site is not acceptable. Such an 
increase should not be part of the VALP.

Change to Plan Delete the proposed increase in the allocation of housing within area STO008.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Page 132 - The site within area STO008 is not suitable for the allocation of 26 houses. 
The allocation for this site is currently 10 houses, which if completed will already put an unacceptable strain on the 
existing road infrastructure. Increasing the allocation to 26 without a full appraisal of the site is not acceptable. Such an 
increase should not be part of the VALP.

Respondent: Mr Philip Traynier [32746] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3035 - 32748 - MM094 - ii, iii

3035 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The proposed increase in the number of dwellings that will be allowed on this site from 10 to a minimum of 26 should 
be reversed. The latter number would see a substantial increase in housing on Creslow Way - currently 46 dwellings - 
along with attendant increased traffic movements and parking pressures whilst the single access/egress road on 
Creslow Way is a narrow one already seeing much on-street parking with a need for motorists to drive on the wrong 
side of the road as a result, detrimental to highway safety. The proposal does not include adequate parking for the new 
26 dwellings within the site, whilst it does advocate a level of housing density not in keeping with the existing layout of 
the street. The building work will put at risk trees protected by TPOs and the proposal also lacks adequate provision for 
green areas.

Change to Plan Revert to the original AVDC approved proposal for a maximum of 10 dwellings.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: The proposal:
- lacks adequate parking provision and will result in more on-street parking where it is unsafe
- will see too much pressure on a narrow single access/egress road
- has density of housing not in keeping with the area 
- lacks green space
- puts at risk trees under TPOs

Respondent: Mr Steven Kennell [32748] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3038 - 32751 - MM094 - i, ii, iii, iv

3038 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Current households already have at least 2 cars and on average a much higher number. Additional 2x26 cars will 
create congestion around the bottleneck at the beginning of Creslow Way. Construction work until 2023 will create a lot 
of dust, limited parking, and noise. This will be made much worse by increasing the number of houses. 10 houses 
maximum seem to be realistic if this project is absolutely necessary. Quality green space for the community and a 
feeling of well-being is a must to ensure a socially positive environment for families and other residents. A reasonably 
sized green space should be part of the new development. If at least 26 houses are built in the relatively confined 
available space, it is highly likely that due to limited space, Creslow way will face more parked cars overflowing from 
residents in the new development. In the last six months it has been noticeably more cars parked on Creslow Way. I 
am assuming the data collection for Creslow Way was done more than six months ago, hence I would suggest the data 
collection and analysis to be re-done.

Change to Plan Reduce number of houses and increase the provision for green space.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Additional 2x26 cars will create congestion around the bottleneck at the beginning of Creslow Way. Construction work 
will create a lot of dust, limited parking, and noise. 10 houses maximum seem to be realistic if this project is absolutely 
necessary. Green space and a feeling of well-being is a must to ensure a socially positive environment. Creslow way 
will face more parked cars overflowing from residents in the new development. In the last six months it has been 
noticeably more cars parked on Creslow Way. I would suggest the data collection and analysis on Creslow Way  to be 
re-done.

Respondent: Mrs Fareba Jones [32751] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3046 - 32481 - MM094 - iv

3046 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I live at [ROAD NUMBER REMOVED], Creslow Way.  My property will be on the corner of the entrance to the new 
development which will run parallel to back garden.  I list below my objections to this development:

I am concerned with the number of vehicles this development will bring to Creslow Way and the inadequate parking 
allocation for the number of dwellings proposed.  The added traffic to an already congested road will cause congestion 
and safety issues with increased parking of cars on the side of the road. The width of the road on Creslow Way and 
positions of corners with cars parked on the road  already causes an issue with navigating along Creslow Way.  Also, 
connected with traffic there is only one proposed entrance and exit to the site. 

Other areas of concern are as follows:
The density of the development is not in keeping with current housing designs/layout.
Impact to wildlife and the mature trees on the site.
Lack of green areas for public use
Strain on current infrastructure ie roads/schools/health centre etc

Change to Plan Introduction of speed restriction controls
Additional entrance to site
More green areas
Less dwellings to reduce trafic

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: With the addition of the proposed number of dwellings Creslow Way can not handle the potential increase in traffic.

Respondent: David Misseldine [32481] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Modifications to the original plan include increasing the total number of houses to be developed on the land South of 
Creslow Way from 10 houses to a minimum of 26 by 2023.  This increase will use approximately one quarter of the 
available site with only a single entry and exit point on to Creslow Way between houses numbers 18 and 20.
This proposed increase in the number of houses raises questions as to how the increases was calculated and whether 
its impact on the existing properties in Creslow Way was considered.
 
Creslow Way is already congested with cars parked along the pavement along the length of the road, because it is too 
narrow for cars to pass cars parked in the road. Many young families live along this road and need to travel along the 
road to access the play and leisure facilities at St Johns, often having to walk in the road around parked cars.  This is 
also a problem for the elderly and infirm and can lead to social isolation. Increasing the density of housing will lead to 
more road traffic and exacerbate the problems encountered by existing residents.
 
Before accepting the proposed increase in density I would seek an assurance that continue safe access for emergency 
vehicles onto an extensive estate with a single narrow road access/egress, has been satisfactorily assessed.
 
The proposed site includes the remains of the original gardens and orchard of the former St Johns Hospital.  A number 
of heritage apple trees and other species remain in good condition and have benefited from tree protection orders 
which prevent their removal by developers. There are generally few apple trees in Stone and those that remain on this 
site are understood to be local heritage species and are much valued by residents. Increasing the density would likely 
lead to trees being removed and the loss of rare local heritage flora that could not easily be replaced.

Change to Plan Reduce the number of houses to 10.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The land is not suitable for so many houses because of access/safety issues along Creslow Way and the presence of 
heritage fruit trees on the site.

Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Green Party (Mary Hunt) [29489] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: My objections are based on the sudden increase, without due diligence to the character & needs of the existing also 
new community.
Ten houses are within the Parish Strategy, contributing to community needs &  could be spread to meet all needs in 
style for all ages & needs
The environment needs trees, green space flora & fauna for all to enjoy
The Mature trees are registered with TPO's. Disappointingly and surprisingly no green space had been identified for the 
benefit of the wider neighbourhood which had already expanded without provision being made
Parking is already becoming a problem in Creslow Way and any decrease from construction of the adjoining road into 
Creslow Way will exacerbate the problem creating conflict within the neighbourhood.

Change to Plan Develop  10 homes as per the initial plan & meets the strategy of the Parish Council.
Retain current character of existing development,retaining harmony in the community as well as meeting future needs.
Include build styles to meet the needs  of all needs,ages,abilities for the future.
Retain the Trees with TPO's & flora/fauna & include green space for biodiversity. This would benefit 4/5 adjacent 
developments!
Parking in Creslow Way will be reduced but if the development is around the 10 homes
The traffic would be eased into the neighbourhood and thereby minimising 
Increase in journeys into Creslow Way, St Johns & onto the A418.
Retaining trees, flora & fauna &bio diversity 
Retain air quality, already effected by the increasing traffic on the A418
Will ease water dispersal which is already causing problems in Creslow Way.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: 26 homes are excessive. Ten to be accommodated in Character of current build & community,
 &mix to meet all needs.
The area is lacking in amenities, services & therefore increases in density of 26 will reduce parking, increase the 
volume and use of cars into Creslow Way, St Johns and A418.

I propose a return to the building of ten dwellings to include green space, Flora & fauna, habitat for neighbourhood 
benefit.
Water  dispersal is becoming a bigger problem, & requires more green space to accommodate this.
Minimise traffic increase,thereby  consider safety needs and air quality for all

Respondent: Mr Patricia Chance [32743] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I strongly object as the proposed housing development has increased from 10 houses to 26 which is unacceptable as 
this would impact on several large trees which are protected with a Tree Preservation Order.
Due to only one access point to/from the site there would be a huge increase in traffic/traffic noise on Creslow Way.
Concern with contractors road mess, noise etc during the building work.
Parking is already a problem in Creslow Way and any increase in construction traffic will cause major problems for the 
neighbourhood.
Inappropriate site due to its impact on the environment

Change to Plan To build only 10 houses instead of the proposed 26 houses which is unacceptable.
Include green space in the plan to benefit the environment and neighbourhood.
By building only 10 houses this would help to minimise the expected increase in the volume of traffic in Creslow Way.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I strongly object as the proposed housing development has increased from 10 houses to 26 which is unacceptable as 
this would impact on several large trees which are protected with a Tree Preservation Order.
Due to only one access point to/from the site there would be a huge increase in traffic/traffic noise on Creslow Way.
Concern with contractors road mess, noise etc during the building work.
Parking is already a problem in Creslow Way and any increase in construction traffic will cause major problems for the 
neighbourhood.
Inappropriate site due to its impact on the environment

Respondent: Mrs Janet Blyth [32785] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3070 - 32787 - MM094 - ii

3070 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Modifications to the original plan include increasing the total number of
houses to be developed on the land South of Creslow Way from 10 houses to a
minimum of 26 by 2023.  This increase will use approximately one quarter of
the available site with only a single entry and exit point on to Creslow
Way between houses numbers 18 and 20.
This proposed increase in the number of houses raises questions as to how
the increases was calculated and whether its impact on the existing
properties in Creslow Way was considered.

Creslow Way is already congested with cars parked along the pavement along
the length of the road, because it is too narrow for cars to pass cars
parked in the road. Many young families live along this road and need to
travel along the road to access the play and leisure facilities at St
Johns, often having to walk in the road around parked cars.  This is also a
problem for the elderly and infirm and can lead to social isolation.
Increasing the density of housing will lead to more road traffic and
exacerbate the problems encountered by existing residents.

Before accepting the proposed increase in density I would seek an assurance
that continue safe access for emergency vehicles onto an extensive estate
with a single narrow road access/egress, has been satisfactorily assessed.

The proposed site includes the remains of the original gardens and orchard
of the former St Johns Hospital.  A number of heritage apple trees and
other species remain in good condition and have benefited from tree
protection orders which prevent their removal by developers. There are
generally few apple trees in Stone and those that remain on this site are
understood to be local heritage species and are much valued by residents.
Increasing the density would likely lead to trees being removed and the
loss of rare local heritage flora that could not easily be replaced.

Change to Plan Reduce the number of houses to 10.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The land is not suitable for so many houses because of access/safety issues
along Creslow Way and the presence of heritage fruit trees on the site.

Respondent: Cllr David Lyons [32787] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Modification MM094 clearly recognises the suitability of Land South of Creslow Way, Stone for residential development 
by allocating the site through Policy D-ST0008, and proposing an increase in the allocated site's capacity from 10 
dwellings to 26 dwellings, with Site Requirement A seeking the provision of 'at least 26 dwellings.' 

Whilst Bovis Homes welcomes the Council's recognition that the site has greater capacity for housing, AVDC continues 
to inappropriately restrict the site area and imposes an additional 'not built development' area based on inaccurate site 
assessment information. Indeed, Bovis Homes has provided clear and robust evidence - as set out in the attached Site 
Suitability Statement - that Land at Creslow Way is suitable, developable and deliverable, and offers the opportunity to 
provide up to 65 dwellings to meet the aforementioned local housing needs in a manner that sensitively addresses the 
surrounding context and character. The statement provides a summary of all the detailed technical and environmental 
assessments that have been carried out and that underpin this conclusion. 

In particular, these assessments confirm that the site is relatively unconstrained in relation to landscape character, 
visual amenity, heritage, ecology, arboriculture, flood risk and drainage and transport and access, and is, therefore 
suitable for residential use. It also illustrates that a high quality development can be achieved that appropriately 
addresses the surrounding context and makes appropriate and efficient use of the site, whilst maximising the provision 
of natural open space; in accordance with the NPPF and the emerging VALP.

It is notable that MM070 proposes to insert new Policy D2 'Delivering site allocations in the rest of the district', and 
states that "allocating sites in the Local Plan allows growth to be located in the most suitable locations by taking into 
account, through further assessment beyond the HELAA, factors such as landscape, flooding, settlement form and site 
availability." This is not the case in relation to Land South of Creslow Way and through the Examination process the 
Council has rejected any opportunity to consider the merits of the site and proposals for development in consultation 
with Bovis Homes.

The site currently comprises unmanaged scrubland and grassland, with extensive areas of tree planting that form the 
western section of the site. The site is visually contained to the north and east by adjoining existing residential 
development, with a sports ground and playground immediately to the north-west and arable farmland to the south and 
west of the site. 

A Landscape Appraisal of the site concludes that the proposed development could be accommodated in a manner 
sensitive to local landscape character and visual amenity if development is offset from the site's more exposed 
southern and eastern edges and existing mature trees are retained and reinforced. The existing screening of the site by 
surrounding vegetation and the adjacent settlement means that views are mainly restricted to the site itself and parts of 
St John's Drive. Given their low sensitivity, the effects are considered to be slight.

There are no designated or recorded heritage assets within the site. Whilst the Grade II listed chapel and Apple 
Cottage lie within relatively close proximity to the site's north and east respectively, the Landscape Appraisal also 
confirms that there is no visibility between the site and these heritage assets. 

An ecological assessment also confirms that there are no statutorily designated sites within or in close proximity to the 
site. Whilst Stone SSSI and Bugle Quarry SSSI lie 560m north and 2.3km east of the site respectively, Natural England 
concludes that residential development does not pose a potential risk to the designations. Habitat and species surveys 
have confirmed there are no reptiles or suitable breeding habitat for the Great Crested Newts within the site and that, 
whilst the site provides a foraging resource for badgers, no setts were found. Furthermore, the retention of features of 
ecological value, notably hedgerows, mature trees and an orchard, would be maximised. 

The proposed development would also retain the trees protected by the recent Tree Preservation Order applied to 
many of the existing trees within site and would also retain and manage the traditional orchard that comprises over a 
quarter of the western edge of the site, enhancing its current unmanaged status.

The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and thus is at low risk of flooding. A flood risk and drainage review confirmed 
that the site is at low risk of fluvial, groundwater, surface water and sewer flooding, and negligible risk from other 
flooding sources. A surface water sewer enters the site via Creslow Way and St John's Road, and provides surface 
water attenuation for the residential development north of the site. Similarly, a foul water sewer flows into the site via 
Creslow Way and St John's Road, flowing southwards out of the site.

A Transport Appraisal (TA) for the development of up to 70 dwellings within the site highlighted its suitability, given its 
good access to footways, cycleways and bus stops that offer a good level of service between Aylesbury and Oxford. 
The TA proposes that the site is accessed via a priority junction onto Creslow Way, with the initial assessment not 
raising concerns regarding junction capacity. Formal pre-planning consultation with Buckinghamshire County Council 
(as the Highway Authority) has also confirmed that the site's proposed carriageway width and geometry is acceptable in 
principle, that the site is connected to a good wider network of pedestrian footways, and that the nearest bus stops 
offer a good level of service between Aylesbury and Oxford.

Thus, Land South of Creslow Way has been robustly assessed as being suitable, developable and deliverable for 
residential development of up to 65 dwellings. Therefore, MM094 fails to take into consideration the suitability of this 

Respondent: Clifton Kirstie (Bovis Homes Limited) [32719] Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton) [32718]

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3079 Object
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site for the residential development of up to 65 dwellings. Thus, it is Bovis Homes' view that MM094 should be further 
modified to increase the capacity of the allocated site to "up to 65 homes, green infrastructure', with Requirement A 
stipulating that the site should provide for up to 65 homes to reflect this.

Change to Plan Amend the site allocation boundary and delivery assumptions for D-STO008 to appropriately reflect the comprehensive 
findings of the submitted Site Suitability Statement, and to specifically include for the provision up to 65 dwellings as 
part of that allocation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Modification MM094 clearly recognises the suitability of Land South of Creslow Way, Stone for residential development. 
However, AVDC continues to inappropriately restrict the site area and imposes an additional 'not built development' 
area based on inaccurate site assessment information. Bovis Homes has provided clear and robust evidence - as set 
out in the attached Site Suitability Statement - that Land at Creslow Way is suitable, developable and deliverable, and 
offers the opportunity to provide up to 65 dwellings to meet the aforementioned local housing needs in a manner that 
sensitively addresses the surrounding context and character.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Land at Creslow Way, Stone - Site Suitability Document_Part3.pdf

Land at Creslow Way, Stone - Site Suitability Document_Part1.pdf

Land at Creslow Way, Stone - Site Suitability Document_Part2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The proposed entrance to the development will deny at least 20% on already limited parking for visitors, Utility & Trade 
Vehicles in Creslow Way
Big increase of traffic flow through already congested Creslow Way 
Only one entrance & exit point from development 
pavement parking in Creslow Way already a road safety issue
Excessive vehicle speed in Creslow Way is already dangerous issue -the number of hidden bends which obscures 
oncoming traffic, 
No turning circle in both Creslow Way and the proposed development
Possible future problems with Emergency vehicles one entry & exit point
Current road width of Creslow Way makes passing difficult

Change to Plan Less houses .. traffic and parking already cause issues  along Creslow Way 
Looking after the environmental issues with the wildlife andTPO's
Considering the effect on an already busy road And on local resources.... they are already under enormous strain from 
over population of the area

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Big increase of traffic flow through already congested Creslow Way 
Only one entrance & exit point from development onto Creslow Way
Big strain with increased numbers on local schools and doctors
 no turning circle plus parking congestion
raises the important point of emergency vehicles Fire, Ambulance etc !!!
Concern with contractors road mess, noise
Density of the development not in keeping with current housing design layout
Car parking allocation totally inadequate for number of houses/people
Entrance to Creslow Way, Beacons Close, St Johns Drive all affected by the big increase of traffic entering and exiting 
from the congested A413

Respondent: Mrs Louise Green [32789] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I strongly object as the proposed housing development has increased from 10 houses to 26 which is unacceptable as 
this would impact on several large trees which are protected with a Tree Preservation Order.
Due to only one access point to/from the site there would be a huge increase in traffic/traffic noise on Creslow Way.
Concern with contractors road mess, noise etc during the building work.
Parking is already a problem in Creslow Way and any increase in construction traffic will cause major problems for the 
neighbourhood.

Change to Plan To build only 10 houses instead of the proposed 26 houses which is unacceptable.
Include green space in the plan to benefit the environment and neighbourhood.
By building only 10 houses this would help to minimise the expected increase in the volume of traffic in Creslow Way.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I strongly object as the proposed housing development has increased from 10 houses to 26 which is unacceptable as 
this would impact on several large trees which are protected with a Tree Preservation Order.
Due to only one access point to/from the site there would be a huge increase in traffic/traffic noise on Creslow Way.
Concern with contractors road mess, noise etc during the building work.
Parking is already a problem in Creslow Way and any increase in construction traffic will cause major problems for the 
neighbourhood.

Respondent: Mr Ian Blyth [32790] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I object to the proposal of the development of 26 houses. 

-This shows a marked increase in the number originally planned and is not commensurate with the housing density in 
the neighbourhood.

-At the proposed density it cannot accommodate for any Green Space or Green Infrastructure (GI) / recreational area 
provision.

-At the proposed density it cannot take into account the many mature trees on the site; many with TPOs placed on 
them. Additional TPOs in place from March 2019.

-The resultant increase in traffic, will compromise safety on the road. The inevitable road parking issues, which is 
already a problem, will cause further conflict among residents and does not engender a healthy and social community.

-The area provides a natural habitat for wildlife specifically in the trees (beech and pine) this will be lost if they are 
removed to accommodate this increase. 

-The development will severely reduce/remove well established biodiversity (badgers,foxes,deer) in a time of increased 
focus on these issues.

-The increase is significant on this site (150% increase) and completely out of proportion. However the increase is 
marginal, if not immaterial, in the wider context of the VALP plan and as such given the impact the plan should reduce 
this number.

Change to Plan -The number should be reduced to provide  Green Infrastructure and additional recreation areas for the community as 
per paras 11.1 - 11.15 of the VALP plan.

-The  number should be reduced to accommodate the existing mature trees and incorporated into the Green 
Infrastructure / recreational areas for use by the entire neighbourhood. 

-TPOs must respected as should all other trees on the site as per para 9.55 of the VALP plan.

-The number should be reduced to accommodate traffic and parking in line with para 7.28 of the VALP plan.

-The development should consider and protect residential amenity in line with paras 8.46 and 8.47 of the VALP plan.

-Consideration needs to be made in respect of water drainage as the site is a natural drainage area.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: -Density not commensurate with rest of neighbourhood.

- There can be no accommodation for Green Infrastructure / Recreation areas for the number of houses planned.

-TPOs cannot have been taken into account.

-Loss of biodiversity and wildlife.

-Road safety due to increased traffic.

-Parking issues already a problem will increase and cause issues amongst residents.

-Increase from original plan is immaterial in wider context of VALP plan.

Respondent: Mr Robert Brown [32474] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: I object to the proposal of the development of 26 houses. 

-The increase in housing is over dense and out of proportion compared to the rest of the neighbourhood specifically 
Creslow Way.

-The density cannot  and does not take into account the TPOs on the site and more TPOs have been added since 
March 2019. Biodiversity will be lost.

-There cannot be any plan for Green infrastructure or recreational areas with the planned density. 

-At this number of houses there cannot be any attempt to embody the Garden City principle that development should 
provide 'Beautifully and imaginatively designed homes with gardens, combining the best of town and country to create 
healthy communities'. As opposed to over dense out of character developments in an effort to cram in as much housing 
as possible.

-The development of this number contradicts the statement in the Plan in relation to residential amenity : 'While 
planning decisions should always be made on balance in the public interest, this should not be at the expense of 
unreasonable harm to peoples' peaceful enjoyment of their property'.

-Safety on the road will be compromised by increased traffic.

-Parking is already an issue on Creslow way, in an already narrow road. This will be exacerbated as with all recent new 
developments, off road parking requirements are woefully underestimated and this will cause issues on the road and 
among residents.

-The increase is significant on this site (150%) and completely out of proportion. However the increase is marginal, if 
not immaterial, in the wider context of the VALP plan and as such given the impact the plan should reduce this number.

Change to Plan
-The number should be reduced to provide  Green Infrastructure and additional recreation areas for the community as 
per paras 11.1 - 11.15 of the VALP plan.

-The  number should be reduced to accommodate the existing mature trees and incorporated into the Green 
Infrastructure / recreational areas for use by the entire neighbourhood. 

-TPOs must respected as should all other trees on the site as per para 9.55 of the VALP plan.

-The number should be reduced to accommodate traffic and parking in line with para 7.28 of the VALP plan.

-The development should consider and protect residential amenity in line with paras 8.46 and 8.47 of the VALP plan.

Consideration needs to be made in respect of water drainage as the site is a natural drainage area.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: -Density not  inline with rest of neighbourhood.

-No accommodation for Green Infrastructure / Recreation areas.

-TPOs not taken into account. Loss of biodiversity and wildlife.

-Parking issues already a problem will increase as provision for parking will be lacking as with all new developments.

-Residential amenity to be ignored in favour of cramming in as many houses as possible.

-Increase from original plan is immaterial in wider context of VALP plan and therefore numbers should be reduced

Respondent: Tracy Brown [32476] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Objection to VALP plan MM094/ STO008

The objections below are not listed in any order of importance:

We wish to object to the proposed development for 26 houses for the following reasons:

* Disturbance to existing residents within St.John's Drive and Creslow Way & impact on safety to road users and 
pedestrians.
* Environmental impact -Wildlife & food chain.
* Protected Trees 

Disturbance/Safety/Blight to existing residences
Development as proposed on the site will have a major impact on all residents in Creslow Way and St.John's Drive.  
During Development the movement of machinery, lorries and trades vehicles accessing the site via a narrow residential 
road (Creslow Way) will cause safety concerns. Most of the houses are 4/5 bed and many of us have to park on the 
road. The part of Creslow Way that would become access to the proposed site has a bend that causes blindness to 
oncoming traffic.
There are many families with children living in Creslow Way who use the pathway to walk to the local school and to the 
playing field/children's play park situated at the south-eastern end of the road. As far as access to play park/ fields is 
concerned, This the main pedestrian thoroughfare for all residents of this entire estate!
The use of Creslow Way as access to the site would endanger residents!
The number of new dwellings proposed would generate hundreds of NEW vehicle movements per week along Creslow 
Way. This would significantly increase noise/ disturbance/ pollution from emissions. The increase would 
disproportionate to existing levels. 
Development Site - Impact on wildlife
The land to the south of Creslow Way was formerly grounds to the St.John's Hospital. During which time it was a mix of 
grassland and meadows intersected by unmade pathways.
The wildlife in this area has flourished having been largely undisturbed. Certainly, since the demise to the Hospital it 
has for the past 25-30 years become a haven for birds, bats deer, foxes etc. The land in question particulary provides 
food for many birds-of-pray (owls and hawks) and others such as the resident Red Kite.

Protected Trees
The area proposed for the 26 houses has several important trees: Copper Beeches, Holm Oak and Pines all of which 
were given Tree Protection Orders. The Outline plan STO008 Displayed housing development which patently ignored 
the existence of such trees.

Change to Plan I would insist that there should be more green space for recreation and wildlife. 
More parking available per unit of housing. IE at least two car park spaces off the road!

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: * Disturbance to existing residents within St.John's Drive and Creslow Way & impact on safety to road users and 
pedestrians.
* Environmental impact -Wildlife & food chain.
* Protected Trees

Respondent: Mr Carlo Faulds [32779] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The proposed increase from 10 to 26 houses ( in a higher density than original proposals) will add greatly to the traffic 
using Creslow Way and to the numbers of cars parked along Creslow Way, with overflow from the new site. Already 
this is a problem and the proposed exit from the site is on a bend and could be hidden, from traffic coming down the 
hill, by parked vehicles.
Existing trees and environment on the site should be heavily protected and more green spaces included.
Existing gas, water, electricity and sewerage systems will be stressed further, as will schools.

Change to Plan The number of houses allowed should stay as originally approved, or only slightly increased by 4 or 5. They should be 
designed so as to not encroach so closely on existing houses and trees.
The road design on the new site should be widened with more parking bays to prevent 'overflow' onto Creslow Way. 
Speed restrictions and greater traffic calming on Creslow Way should be introduced, especially on the 'hill' coming 
down from St John's Drive.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: The proposed increase from 10 to 26 houses ( in a higher density than original proposals) will add greatly to the traffic 
using Creslow Way and to the numbers of cars parked along Creslow Way, with overflow from the new site. Already 
this is a problem and the proposed exit from the site is on a bend and could be hidden, from traffic coming down the 
hill, by parked vehicles.
Existing trees and environment on the site should be heavily protected and more green spaces included.
Existing gas, water, electricity and sewerage systems will be stressed further, as will schools.

Respondent: MR JAMES SCUTT [32795] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3131 - 32819 - MM094 - i, iv

3131 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I live at the junction of Creslow Way and St John's Drive where there is a painted roundabout on the road leading from 
the main A413 into our community.
The concentration and squeezed layout of the proposed development is in now way in keeping with the current openly 
green designed housing layout. 
There appears to be no allowance for Green or play areas for children.
The number of car parking spaces allocated is totally inadequate when the vast majority of homes have at least 2 cars 
each - where are the additional cars going to park? as 26 houses  x 2 cars each = an additional 52 cars using Creslow 
Way.
The speed of the cars and service vehicles entering and leaving is very dangerous to say the lease plus the fact that 
over 90% of cars entering Creslow Way cut dangerously across the roundabout entering Creslow Way on the right 
hand side of the road into outgoing traffic.
The development like Creslow Way is a major problem for Mums with prams and children as is the very excessive 
speed and drivingin the middle of the road - the current width of the road makes passing very difficult. 
There is no proposed turning circle for cars, trade and utility vehicles in the proposed plan. 
Obviously there will be a huge strain with the increased number of people and children on our already stretched villages 
doctors and schools.
The whole proposed design plan should be very carefully re-visited taking into account the proposed increase of 26 
houses x 2 people & 1 Child (Minimum) = 78!!! Plus some 52 additional cars exiting  and entering an already congested 
Creslow Way  with only one entrance and exist point. Allowing for good green open areas and play areas for children 
and not cutting down the beautiful trees.

Change to Plan Already stated in the above paragraph

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: There appears to be no allowance for Green or play areas for children.
The number of car parking spaces allocated is totally inadequate when the vast majority of homes have at least 2 cars 
each - where are the additional cars going to park? as 26 houses  x 2 cars each = an additional 52 cars using Creslow 
Way.The speed of the cars and service vehicles entering and leaving is very dangerous to say the lease plus the fact 
that over 90% of cars entering Creslow Way cut dangerously across the roundabout entering Creslow Way.

Respondent: Mrs Brenda Claridge [32819] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3170 - 32845 - MM094 - i, ii, iii, iv

3170 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Looking at the proposed development plan I amazed that really serious consideration has very obviously not been 
given to the people who will occupy these homes as follows: -
or parking allocated space is totally inadequate for the number of people @ 2 per home 52! which will obviously cause 
residents conflict problems on parking allocations (excluding visitors) Traffic flow from the development onto an already 
congested Creslow Way which already has any cars parked on the pavement via only one entrance and exit point with 
no turning circle raises questions of emergency vehicles Fire/ Ambulance and the current width of Creslow Way which 
is narrower than a normal road makes passing very difficult if not dangerous - needs further examination of plans.
I also note that there has not been any allocation in the plans for play areas and open green spaces for families and 
their children There is no doubt that 26 homes will create X 2 people per home + at least 1 child minimum total of 78 
additional people moving in putting a big strain on our already well stretched school and Doctor Surgery.
There needs to be a solution to the current excessive speed driving in the middle or wrong side of the road, cutting the 
corners and the roundabout plus parking on the pavements of very many vehicle drivers using Creslow Way which at 
present can only be described as DANGEROUS particularly as many Mums with children use Creslow Way daily.

Change to Plan Complete re-design layout of the original plan taking into consideration the following: -
Btter & more spacious layout of the housing and parking allocations
Incorporate green areas and playgrounds for families with children
Make the speed limit at lease 20mph if not 10mph for every one's safety
Retain the existing trees that have been in situ for many years & observe root protection 
Incorporate a vehicle turning point in the development and Re-design the Roundabout at the entrance to Creslow Way 
from the A413 that vehicles have to go round and not over

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The compacted and squeezed proposed development plan is light years away from the original plan of 10 houses and 
is not at all in keeping with the current well designed Creslow Way, the density in a word is COMPACTED - which with 
one entrance and exit point, obvious future multiple vehicle parking problems and exiting onto an already very busy and 
congested Creslow Way then onto the very very busy A413 is a future nightmare waiting to happen !!!!!!

Respondent: Mr Ian Coaten [32845] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3179 - 32851 - MM094 - i, ii, iii

3179 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1. Creslow Way is already congested with many cars parked along on the pavements the length of the road which is 
much narrower than normal making passing very difficult and at times dangerous with commercial vehicles
2. A great deal of current residents drive far to fast, in the middle of the road and cut the corners including the entrance 
roundabout with no consideration of pedestrians including mothers with children, wheelchairs and blind people trying to 
avoid the parked cars
3. The new development off Creslow Way is proposed via a single entrance and exit point on to the already busy 
Creslow Way which is an accident waiting to happen.
4. The size and overall design of this development amazes 26 houses squashed into a small area, with totally 
inadequate allocation of parking spaces for both residents & visitors will without a doubt increase on road parking and 
conflict with neighbours.
5. I do NOT see any allocation on the plans for childrens play areas or green spaces for what could be over 78 
residents as an absolute minimum which is a government requirement
6. Creslow Way also only has a single entrance & exist point which can only be exasperated by the increased volume 
of traffic to and from the busy congested A413
7. All TPO protected trees on the proposed development should have their root protection adhered to by the developers 
and all other trees left untouched if possible
8. I am concerned with the impact this development will have on the current sewerage system water, electricity which 
regularly trips out for long periods and not yet improving .
This proposed density design of 26 homes is a million miles away from the original layout of 10 homes which was more 
in keeping with the existing open plan of Creslow Way.
So as not to repeat myself in the above 8 points I have already raised should be at the forefront of designers and 
planners mind, people do need space in todays housing and not squashed together like sardines in a can, adding 
green spaces play areas for families with children where people can live in harmony.

Change to Plan Increase Parking areas for both residents & visitors
Green spaces and play areas for all
Install an overall speed limit in both the proposed development and Creslow Way
Stop vehicles parking on pavements
More humps on all the roads in the site to reduce speed
Re-design the entrance roundabout off the A413 to stop vehicles avoiding it & cutting across 
Incorporate a separate entrance and exist point for the new development to avoid  congestion
Paint yellow lines on both sides of the entrance road from A413 to stop vehicles parking all day there

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: This proposed density design of 26 homes is a million miles away from the original layout of 10 homes which was more 
in keeping with the existing open plan of Creslow Way.
So as not to repeat myself in the above 8 points I have already raised should be at the forefront of designers and 
planners mind, people do need space in todays housing and not squashed together like sardines in a can, adding 
green spaces play areas for families with children where people can live in harmony.

Respondent: Mr Sean Kirwan [32851] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3272 - 32898 - MM094 - None

3272 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: -Increase of traffic - one entrance in and out not sufficient
 - Does Stone having space at the school for the children these houses will hold? No!
 - wildlife ruined!
-Car parking already an issue on Creslow Way without more houses
 - Emergency services would have an issue
 - Contractors mess and noise - not welcome especially up to 2023
 - We moved in 2018  to Stone from Fairford Leys to get away from the busy roads in an estate.

Change to Plan Do not build  - lets keep some green spaces and the views of the hills

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: -Increase of traffic - one entrance in and out not sufficient
 - Does Stone having space at the school for the children these houses will hold? No!
 - wildlife ruined!
-Car parking already an issue on Creslow Way without more houses
 - Emergency services would have an issue
 - Contractors mess and noise - not welcome especially up to 2023
 - We moved in 2018  to Stone from Fairford Leys to get away from the busy roads in an estate.

Respondent: Mrs Sarah Ready [32898] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3328 - 32905 - MM094 - i, ii, iii, iv

3328 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I have a number of observations and comments relatlng not only to this proposed development
but also to the overall long term effect that it will have on myself and my neighbours:-

A. It appears tome looking at the proposed plan that no real thought has gone into it at all
and that 26 houses is the plan so squash them in as tight as possible
B. No real thought as to the extreme possibility that each home will have at least 2 people
plus at least one child equates to 78 people not forgetting at lease 2 cars per house = 52
C. Car parking allocation is totally inadequate for the number of homes and does not take into account additional 
parking for visitors.
D. The parking will without a doubt create kerb parking and friction with neighbours
E. The plan should mirror the current development of Creslow Way/St Johns Drive/Beacon Close - nice open plan with 
hedgerows, bushes and trees
F. A single drive with only one entrance & exit point with no turning circle is beyond belief
G. Future problems with entry of service vehicles, rubbish collection, fire & ambulance
H. No nice green park areas nor play areas for the children to play in allowed for
I. The plan to enter the very busy Creslow Way from the development is fraught with danger J. Excessive speed into 
and from Creslow Way already causes grave concerns, many
vehicles drive on the wrong side of the road in the middle and cut the bends & corners Ill
K. Current parking on the pavements is also another major problem to traffic in the road
causing grave concerns for the safety of Mums with prams & young Children
L. A mandatory speed limit of 10mph SHOULD be imposed with more SPEED HUMPS
installed to reduce the risk of a future major accident happening
M. The entrance roundabout from the very busy A413 should be re-designed so that all
vehicles HAVE to go round and not as at present cut across entering Creslow Way on the wrong side of the road.

Change to Plan

I have already outlined and specified important changes and modifications that should be taken into account in the full 
representation section of this form.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: I strongly suggest that the whole proposed housing design plan layout be re-visited to ensure that an acceptable 
community living area be presented.
Why not arrange a consultation forum and invite present homeowners of Creslow Way to attend and put their 
suggestions and points of view across in a meaningful discussion ?

Respondent: Mrs Susan Barrett [32905] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3337 - 32614 - MM094 - None

3337 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:
No issue with the original in keeping with the area the 10 proposed houses on this site, but real concerns over the 
increase to a minimum of 26 dwellings.

The density is not in keeping with the large executive houses which make up Creslow Way, with only five of the 
proposed 26 in keeping with the area.

26 houses will lead to approximately 52 cars with insufficient parking allocated to the terrace proposed. The 
development will lead to a big increase in traffic using Creslow Way and the entrance/exit seems limited in size for the 
increased traffic flow. Loss of 2/3 parking spaces from the limited on street parking allowed for the residents and 
visitors of Creslow Way.

The plans seem to take no notice of the TPO's in place on the site.

Only one entry/exit point from Creslow Way leading to the only entry/exit point onto the already busy Oxford Road.

No play area or green space provided for the residents of this new development. I'm sure there is plenty of space 
elsewhere for an additional 16 properties and suggest to the inspector that the original plan of ten properties be 
reinstated as this will have the support of the residents and the local parish council.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
No issue with the original in keeping with the area the 10 proposed houses on this site, but real concerns over the 
increase to a minimum of 26 dwellings.

The density is not in keeping with the large executive houses which make up Creslow Way, with only five of the 
proposed 26 in keeping with the area.

26 houses will lead to approximately 52 cars with insufficient parking allocated to the terrace proposed. The 
development will lead to a big increase in traffic using Creslow Way and the entrance/exit seems limited in size for the 
increased traffic flow.

Respondent: Mr Gregory Coulthard [32614] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3424 - 32477 - MM094 - i, ii

3424 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: My objection to the development is the density of housing being proposed. While Aylesbury council aspires to become 
a garden town they are letting themselves and the community down by not reflecting this principle in their housing 
developments. The proposed development does not allow for any green space for people and animals to enjoy fresh air 
and exercise. Children need to have a play area close to home for safety and to develop friendships with other local 
children. There is a severe lack of parking for potential residents which has been experienced by other residents in the 
surrounding area to Creslow way. This has caused disputes between neighbours. This will also impact the existing 
residents as overflow parking is already happening. There are currently some trees with TPO's in the proposed area 
unfortunately the developer has already removed some in the last clearance of the land. The trees need better 
protection as they will enhance the look and feel for potential residents. The area has a wealth of wildlife which is 
threatened because of increased expansion of housing. I would urge planning departments to consider the impact of 
poorly designed high-density housing developments. Pay less attention to numbers on paper.

Change to Plan I think the proposed road going down between Creslow way house numbers 18 & 20 should turn right at the rear of the 
garden of number 20 Creslow Way. Then a decent sized area to the rear of St Johns Drive house numbers 24 - 28 
used to create and play area, leisure space, and green environmental space and wildlife habitat. 
I think more consideration needs to be given to providing sufficient parking for residents and visitors, there will be many 
more cars owned by the residents than is being provided for, then add to this family visitors and visiting trades people.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: I have objected to the proposed plan on the basis that the housing density is too great to permit sufficient living space 
and resident parking spaces. There are no green spaces, leisure and play areas for families and children to make the 
development a liveable development, and the mature TPO Trees have not been retained which currently provide 
habitat for wildlife.
The proposed plan does nothing to learn from previous high density housing developments to alleviate the problems 
high density causes between neighbours.

Officer note: corrected reference from MM008 to MM094

Respondent: Mrs Marlene Gregg [32477] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3501 - 32486 - MM094 - None

3501 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Impact to safety on Creslow Way a narrow road with many parked cars. More vehicles will reduce safety for cars, 
pedestrians and children.
26 houses is not in keeping with original plan which was for 10 houses. Density doesn't reflect road and development.
Impact to the environment. Wildlife has been disturbed due to trees being felled. Many remaining trees have 
preservation orders and these need to be preserved.
Local schools and GP surgeries already over-subscribed will be further impacted as will current water and sewerage 
systems

Change to Plan Site capacity should be returned to 10 houses.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Site capacity should be returned to 10 houses. Creslow Way is not a suitable access. Proposed density is too high. 
Negative impact on wildlife/trees. Local infrastructure will not cope.

Respondent: Jean Shandley  [32486] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3528 - 32641 - MM094 - i, ii

3528 Object

MM094VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I don't consider the plan to be legally compliant because it does not include and retain all the mature trees with TPO's. 
Some of these trees have already been cut down by the developer when the land was cleared earlier this year, the 
trees left need to be included in the plan.
 I do not consider the plan to be sound because it is based on high density housing with limited space for vehicles and 
parking. The lack of parking spaces, with residents and families living so closely together, leads to disputes over 
parking spaces and neighbours falling out with each other, bad for building liveable communities. I have sons who have 
bought houses in new high density housing developments and the biggest quarrels between neighbours is parking 
issues which has to be taken into account on new development plans
I also object to the high density housing of the plan as it does not provide any play area and leisure spaces for young 
children and parents. It does not provide any green spaces needed to create a good liveable environment where people 
want to live. The plan does not include all the mature trees that have TPO's, and the trees are need to be retained for 
wildlife habitat. None of these items were provided in the original Bovis Development of St Johns Drive and Creslow 
Way, and as this is another Bovis Homes Development there is the opportunity for Bovis Homes to rectify some of the 
shortfalls of the original development. A number of the mature trees are in an area to the rear of St Johns Drive house 
numbers 24 to 28. So there is an opportunity to incorporate the trees into a play area, leisure and green space area to 
the rear of St Johns Drive numbers 24 to 28.These houses are mainly occupied by young families and their rear 
gardens have back gates which in the proposed plan will open out onto the road that leads to the new housing, which is 
unsafe in the proposed plan. The biggest issue the young families have is there is not safe play areas for their kids, 
they have to play in the road, this is the second biggest issue with the recent high density housing developments. The 
council publications talk about building sustainable housing communities where people enjoy living but at the proposed 
density it is not meeting these expectations.

Change to Plan I think the proposed road going down between Creslow way house numbers 18 & 20 should turn right at the rear of the 
garden of number 20 Creslow Way. Then a decent sized area to the rear of St Johns Drive house numbers 24 - 28 
used to create and play area, leisure space, and green environmental space and wildlife habitat. 
I think more consideration needs to be given to providing sufficient parking for residents and visitors, there will be many 
more cars owned by the residents than is being provided for, then add to this family visitors and visiting trades people.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: I have objected to the proposed plan on the basis that the housing density is too great to permit sufficient living space 
and resident parking spaces. There are no green spaces, leisure and play areas for families and children to make the 
development a liveable development, and the mature TPO Trees have not been retained which currently provide 
habitat for wildlife.
The proposed plan does nothing to learn from previous high density housing developments to alleviate the problems 
high density causes between neighbours.

Respondent: mr norman gregg [32641] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3552 - 29224 - MM096 - iii

3552 Object

MM096VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments

Change to Plan Delete reference to "Marsh Gibbon" (9) from paragraph 4.153

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: Revised paragraph 4.153 incorrectly includes a committed site at Marsh Gibbon as an allocation.

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29224 Vowles, David - AVDC typed version.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 2 - 2 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

29224 Vowles, David - form 1 - 18 Nov 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2939 - 30444 - MM097 - i, ii, iii

2939 Object

MM097VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Policies as to allocations in villages within VALP have not been internally consistent and that D-MMO006 has been 
granted planning permission in contradiction to the policies set out in VALP.
MM090 129/4.143 gives housing allocation figures for "larger villages" the largest number 118 for Steeple Claydon has 
now been withdrawn; other allocations are 22 & 26 in number.
MM096 134/4.153 "medium villages" [BTC maintains that Maids Moreton is incorrectly designated as a medium village 
by the criteria set out in VALP] gives 170 to Maids Moreton, whereas other "medium villages" the numbers range from 
9-37.

Change to Plan The Buckingham Transport Strategy should be reviewed in light of the pressure the additional homes in adjacent Maids 
Moreton will place on the town.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: Policies as to allocations in villages within VALP have not been internally consistent and that D-MMO006 has been 
granted planning permission in contradiction to the policies set out in VALP.
MM090 129/4.143 gives housing allocation figures for "larger villages" the largest number 118 for Steeple Claydon has 
now been withdrawn; other allocations are 22 & 26 in number.
MM096 134/4.153 "medium villages" [BTC maintains that Maids Moreton is incorrectly designated as a medium village 
by the criteria set out in VALP] gives 170 to Maids Moreton, whereas other "medium villages" the numbers range from 
9-37.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2755 - 32615 - MM101 - ii, iv

2755 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: MM101 inserts the words 'at least' 170 houses and increases the size of the allocation.  Maids Moreton has been 
categorized as a medium village in the settlement hierarchy.  With only 4 key criteria it is a small village (I saw ED228 
which sets out the error in CD/MIS/003).  MM283 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton.  12 houses is 
sufficient, 182 houses is way too many for a small village.  Because of the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy, site 
MMO006 is not legally compliant or sound. It is not consistent with the para41 of the Inspector's Interim findings which 
assumes a soundness in the Council's approach to identifying allocations.

Change to Plan Site MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP so that the VALP is legally compliant and sound

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: MM101 inserts the words 'at least' 170 houses and increases the size of the allocation.  Maids Moreton has been 
categorized as a medium village in the settlement hierarchy.  With only 4 key criteria it is a small village (I saw ED228 
which sets out the error in CD/MIS/003).  MM283 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton.  12 houses is 
sufficient, 182 houses is way too many for a small village.  Because of the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy, site 
MMO006 is not legally compliant or sound. It is not consistent with the para41 of the Inspector's Interim findings which 
assumes a soundness in the Council's approach to identifying allocations.

Respondent: Mr Lydern Buhagiar [32615] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2757 - 28407 - MM101 - i, iii, iv

2757 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton has been incorrectly designated as a "Medium Village". I refer you to Examination Document 228 which 
clearly demonstrates that Maids Moreton meets 4 of the criteria. There is therefore a false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that 
Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in reality it has 4. The allocation of such a large site in what is a "Small Village" 
is unsound and not legally compliant. It is not aligned with the Inspector's Interim Findings, reference paragraph 41 that 
this allocation has widespread support. We now have 12 further houses in MM283 which on its own is adequate.

Change to Plan MMO006 should be removed from the VALP and recognised as unsuitable

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii, iv

Summary: Maids Moreton has been incorrectly designated as a "Medium Village". I refer you to Examination Document 228 which 
clearly demonstrates that Maids Moreton meets 4 of the criteria. There is therefore a false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that 
Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in reality it has 4. The allocation of such a large site in what is a "Small Village" 
is unsound and not legally compliant. It is not aligned with the Inspector's Interim Findings, reference paragraph 41 that 
this allocation has widespread support. We now have 12 further houses in MM283 which on its own is adequate.

Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2768 - 32622 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2768 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the VALP Proposed Main Modifications for the following reasons:-

1. The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not completely follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15.  
Furthermore, it does not meet the factors that should be considered when assessing the suitability of a site for 
development (PPG para 3-019).  The whole allocation is not legally compliant.

2. The v4 modification has added the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton is not a 'medium village' due to the 
incorrect assumption in the Settlement Hierarchy (para 5.16) that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria - it only has 4.  
Maids Moreton is, therefore, a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18: see ED228.  The 
allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and is not compatible with the 
statement in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify of 
allocations has received widespread support, because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.  In addition, a 
further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of proposed dwellings in 
Maids Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) shows that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium 
village. For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  The 
allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement.  I do not agree with the modifications in 
MM101 of increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170, and the inaccuracy in the 
Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

3. The allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to NPPF para 34 as inadequate consideration has been given to highways 
and public transport, which also concurs with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says 
makes the VALP unsound.  On the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not 
legally compliant.

4. There has been a complete lack of public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 
'suitable' for development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham 
Town Council or Foscote Parish Meeting.  The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site 
being designated as 'unsuitable' for development.  The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the 
Submission VALP, which consulted on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP not the designation of the site 
as suitable for development in the HELAA.  Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of 
evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 
3-008.  It is also inconsistent with HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not agree with increasing the size of the plot and no 
longer limiting the number of houses to 170 and the allocation itself is unsound and not legally compliant.

5. The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v 4 is not based on any evidence, and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1).  If reliance on this source of evidence was used for the allocation 
of the site, it would be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182.  

6. This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal.  The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development.  In fact, the Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as 
being the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton.  Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP is in breach of NPPF paras 151 
and 165, and makes para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

7. The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage buildings specifically in 
Main Street, so is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132.  The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

8. Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF (paras 17 and 
112), and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51.  In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed 
by HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is 
therefore factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the 
VALP makes the VALP unsound.  

9. There is no evidence that a Groundwater Run-Off Assessment has been undertaken.  As our driveway and path 
have been inundated on a number of occasions, the most recent being 14th November, the lack of an Assessment of 
the impact of 170 houses demonstrates further that the whole process is unsound. 

10. There has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were initially informed 
that site MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP, but were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position with 
regard to the allocation of this site prior to holding a hearing session.  The allocation still has not been adequately and 
openly scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair. On this basis, I do not agree with the modifications but neither is 
the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

Summary: I object to the VALP Proposed Main Modifications because of Non-Compliance or Issues with the following (all 
references contained in my full representation):-
1. HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21, 2.15; Appendix 2. 
2. PPG paras 3-008, 3-019.

Respondent: Mr Keith Lewcock [32622] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2768 - 32622 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2768 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP to ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

3. Settlement Hierarchy (para 5.16).  
4. Inspector's Interim Findings paras 36, 41. 
5. NPPF paras 17, 34, 112, 129, 132, 141, 151, 155, 158, 165, 182.  
6. VALP paras 4.120 (now para 4.1), 4.152 (now para 4.147), 4.153 (now para 4.148) 9.51.
I consider that the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2771 - 32623 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2771 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the VALP Proposed Main Modifications for the following reasons:-

(paras 17 and 112), and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51.  In particular, VALP para 9.51 has 
been informed by HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 
9.51 is therefore wrong if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and retaining site MMO006 in the 
VALP makes the VALP unsound.  

and public transport; refer to the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36, which he says makes the VALP 
unsound.  The unsuitability of the narrow lanes to take the additional traffic from this development is a major source of 
concern - there has been an RTA fatality in the recent past.  On the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire 
allocation is unsound and not legally compliant. 

conflict with VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims that the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development.  In fact, the Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as 
being the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Why has this anomaly been allowed?  Allocating site MMO006 in the 
VALP is in contravention with NPPF paras 151 and 165, and makes para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually 
incorrect.  This alone causes the allocation to be unsound and not legally compliant.

'suitable' for development; neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town 
Council or Foscote Parish Meeting.  The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being 
designated as 'unsuitable' for development.  The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the 
Submission VALP, which consulted on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP not the designation of the site 
as suitable for development in the HELAA.  Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of 
evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 
3-008.  It is also incompatible with HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not agree with increasing the size of the plot and no 
longer limiting the number of houses to 170, and I consider that the allocation itself is unsound and not legally 
compliant.

the VALP, but were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position with regard to the allocation of this site prior to 
holding a hearing session.  This is manifestly wrong.  The allocation still has not been adequately and openly 
scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair. Because of this, I neither agree with the modifications nor accept that the 
allocation itself is sound and legally compliant. 

therefore conflicting with VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1).  If this source of evidence was used for the allocation of the 
site, it would be in contravention of NPPF paras 158 and 182. The allocation itself is unsound and not legally compliant.

our driveway and path have been inundated on many occasions, the most recent being 14th November, the lack of an 
Assessment of the impact of 170 houses in the vicinity demonstrates further that the whole process is unsound. 

Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18: see ED228 - it only has 4 key criteria.  The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' 
settlement is unsound and not legally compliant.  In addition, a further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in 
MM283, which raises the total number of proposed dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182.  VALP para 4.153 (now para 
4.148) shows that 170 houses are excessive even for a 'medium' village, which Maids Moreton is not. I do not agree 
with the modifications in MM101 of increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170, 
and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally 
compliant.

does not meet the factors that should be considered when assessing the suitability of a site for development (PPG para 
3-019).  The whole allocation, therefore, is not legally compliant.

Summary: I object to the VALP Proposed Main Modifications because of Non-Compliance or Issues with the following (all 
references contained in my full representation):-
1. HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21, 2.15; Appendix 2. 
2. PPG paras 3-008, 3-019.
3. Settlement Hierarchy (para 5.16).  
4. Inspector's Interim Findings paras 36, 41. 
5. NPPF paras 17, 34, 112, 151, 155, 158, 165, 182.  
6. VALP paras 4.120 (now para 4.1), 4.152 (now para 4.147), 4.153 (now para 4.148) 9.51.

Respondent: Mrs Mandy Lewcock [32623] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2771 - 32623 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2771 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP to ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

I consider that the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2772 - 32625 - MM101 - ii, iv

2772 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I have read through the Sustainability Appraisal and Technical Annex in relation to site MMO006.  I note that according 
to the Technical Annex, site MMO006 in fact the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton.  The evaluation of 'community 
sustainability' shows that it is still the least sustainable, even with the addition of a playpark.  VALP para 4.152 is 
therefore not correct, and including the allocation of site MMO006 is therefore contrary to NPPF para 165.

Change to Plan Site MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP so that the VALP is legally compliant and sound

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: I have read through the Sustainability Appraisal and Technical Annex in relation to site MMO006.  I note that according 
to the Technical Annex, site MMO006 in fact the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton.  The evaluation of 'community 
sustainability' shows that it is still the least sustainable, even with the addition of a playpark.  VALP para 4.152 is 
therefore not correct, and including the allocation of site MMO006 is therefore contrary to NPPF para 165.

Respondent: Ms Noeleen Grima [32625] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Noeleens form.docx

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2799 - 32652 - MM101 - i, ii

2799 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The HELAA methodology has not been properly followed in determining the sustainability of site MMO006 - in particular 
there is no evidence that Grade 1, 2 & 3 agricultural land quality has been considered in accordance with para 2.15 of 
the methodology. Extending the size of the plot further exacerbates the non-compliance. But the whole plot is not 
sound or legally compliant.

Change to Plan Site MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: The HELAA methodology has not been properly followed in determining the sustainability of site MMO006 - in particular 
there is no evidence that Grade 1, 2 & 3 agricultural land quality has been considered in accordance with para 2.15 of 
the methodology. Extending the size of the plot further exacerbates the non-compliance. But the whole plot is not 
sound or legally compliant.

Respondent: Mr Greg Sheed [32652] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2807 - 32101 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2807 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This modification has included "at least" 170 houses. Maids Moreton is incorrectly listed as a medium village. It is 
falsely asserted in the Settlement Hierarchy (5.16) that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria. Maids Moreton is a small 
village meeting only four. It is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings. I ref to ED228. 
VALP para 4.153 illustrates that 170 houses is excessive.

Change to Plan We want MMO006 to be deleted for the VALP to be sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: This modification has included "at least" 170 houses. Maids Moreton is incorrectly listed as a medium village. It is 
falsely asserted in the Settlement Hierarchy (5.16) that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria. Maids Moreton is a small 
village meeting only four. It is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings. I ref to ED228. 
VALP para 4.153 illustrates that 170 houses is excessive.

Respondent: Mr David Flegg [32101] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2808 - 32656 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2808 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The VALP has not adequately looked at transport in relation to MMO006. This is contrary to NPPF para 34. This is in 
line with the assertion in the Inspectors Interim Finding para 36 which he said make the VALP unsound. Increasing the 
size of the plot and not limiting to the houses of 170 is not sound or legally compliant.

Change to Plan I would like to see policy MMO006 deleted from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The VALP has not adequately looked at transport in relation to MMO006. This is contrary to NPPF para 34. This is in 
line with the assertion in the Inspectors Interim Finding para 36 which he said make the VALP unsound. Increasing the 
size of the plot and not limiting to the houses of 170 is not sound or legally compliant.

Respondent: Mrs Catherine M Flegg [32656] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2809 - 31133 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2809 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: A) The allocation of site MMO 006 does not provide sufficient provisions for the protection of heritage buildings and 
therefore is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129, and 132.The allocation is at odds with NPPF para 141.

B) The designation of the site MMO 006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4 is notevidence based and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (Now para 4.1)
Reliance on this source of non evidence for the allocation of the site is contrary to NPPF
paras 158 and 182.
I do not agree with the modifications of increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting
the number of houses to 170. However note that the allocation of the site is not sound or
legally compliant.
C) The HELAA methodology was not carried out correctly.
The designation of the site MMO 006 in HELAA v4 does not properly follow HELM
methodology paras 1.20 , 1.21, and 2.15 . It also falls short of PPG para 3-019.
Therefore the whole allocation is not legally compliant.
The modifications make the situation worse.

Change to Plan The Policy MMO 006 must be deleted from the VALP to make VALP sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: A) The allocation of site MMO 006 does not provide sufficient provisions for the
protection of heritage buildings
B) The designation of the site MMO 006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4 is not
evidence based
C) The HELAA methodology was not carried out correctly.

Respondent: Ms Lyn Robinson [31133] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2818 - 28453 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2818 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Representation follows:-
1) Subject : categorised incorrectly as a medium village I do not agree with the changes in MM 101 that increase the 
size of the plot and no longer limit the number of houses to 170. 
The errors in the Settlement Hierarchy make the
allocation of site MMO 006 unsound and not legally compliant .
Maids Moreton (MM) has been categorised incorrectly as a medium village because the false statement in the 
Settlement Hierarchy Para 5.16 stating that MM has 6 key criteria. The truth is that MM only has 4 key criteria. 
Therefore MM is a smaller village as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy Para 5.18 ( I refer to ED 228)
Therefore the housing allocation of MMO 006 is unsound and not legally compliant and does not agree with the 
statement in Para 41 of the Inspectors Interim findings .MM did not support the allocations.
VALP para 4.153 ( now para 4.148 ) shows that 170 houses is excessive for a medium village.

2) Subject: AVDC deciding unilaterally to place MMO 006 into VALP
The process adopted by AVDC in changing the status of MMO 006 in VALP is
obviously unsound and not legally compliant ( See ED 227)
Background : During the examination stage , the regulation 19 objectors were informed that site MMO 006 would be 
deleted from the VALP. Then AVDC changed its position on the allocation of MMO 006 prior to the hearing session and 
the objectors were not made aware that the hearing session was to be held.
AVDC tried to cover this unfairness by stating in an e mail to the inspector dated 25/3/19 that MMO 006 had been 
erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. The allocation of MMO 006 has not been openly discussed.

3) Subject: Lack of attention devoted to Highways and Public transport.
The allocation of site MMO 006 is contrary to NPPF para 34 .
The statements made in the Inspector's interim findings para 36 state that the VALP is unsound . I do not agree with 
the modifications of increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the no. of houses to170 on the grounds that it 
contradicts the NPPF in detail and the whole allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

4) Subject: Sustainablity
Technical Annex to the VALP sustainability appraisal states that site MMO 006 is
the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. This document is contained in the Final
consultation . The allocation of site MMO 006 contradicts VALP para 4.152 ( now para 4.147) by claiming that the most 
sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for development. Allocating site MMO 006 in the VALP 
contradicts NPPF paras 151 and 165, and makes para 4.152( now 4.147) totally contradictory.

5) Subject : Rural setting of site MMO 006
Insufficient attention has been given to the rural setting of site MMO 006 in allocating the site into VALP. The NPPF 
paras 17 and 112 are at odds with VALP para 9.51. VALP para 9.51 has been determined by HELAA v3(2016) and the 
site allocations in the VALP have been determined by HELAA v4(2017) .
Para9.51 has incorrect facts if MMO 006 is in VALP. Therefore VALP is unsound.
6) Subject : HELAA v4 designation of site MMO 006 as suitable for development.
There was no public or parish or town council consultation on this topic.
Therefore this designation is in breach of NPPF para 155 and HELAA methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 and the PPG 
para 3-008. It also breaches of HELM v4 appendix 2.
I do not agree with the modifications of increasing the size of the plot and no longer
limiting the number of houses to 170 , and more importantly the allocation of the site is not sound or legally compliant.

Change to Plan  Policy MMO 006 needs to be deleted from the VALP to be able to make VALP
sound and legally compliant

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I do not agree with the changes in MM 101 that increase the size of the plot size and no longer limit the number of 
houses to 170(Officer's summary).

1 )MMO 006 is incorrectly catagorised as a medium village.
2) AVDC deciding unilaterally to place MMO 006 into VALP
3) Lack of attention devoted to Highways and Public transport.
4) Sustainability conflicting positions by AVDC
5) Rural Setting statements at odds with VALP para 9.51
6)HELAA v4 designation of site MMO 006 as suitable for development.

Respondent: Mr K B Robinson [28453] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2823 - 32014 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2823 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The modification has at least 170 houses. According to ED228 Maids Moreton only has 4 key criteria and not 6. The 
allocation of site MMO006 in a small village is unsound and not legally compliant. I do not agree with the modification in 
MM101.

Change to Plan I feel that MMO006 on the VALP should be removed from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The modification has at least 170 houses. According to ED228 Maids Moreton only has 4 key criteria and not 6. The 
allocation of site MMO006 in a small village is unsound and not legally compliant. I do not agree with the modification in 
MM101.

Respondent: Mrs Celia Thorne [32014] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2824 - 32658 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

2824 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Site MMO006 is NOT suitable for development as described HELAAv4.
HELAAv3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 'unsuitable' for development.
There was no public consultation with any of the local councils MMPC, BCC, FPM contrary to NPFF para 155 HELAA 
Methodology paras 1.20/21 and PPF para 3-008. I do not agree with the modifications.

Inadequate consideration has been given to highways, public transport, contrary to NPPF para 34, and in line with 
Inspector's Interim Findings para 36. 

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006 contrary to NPPF paras 17 and 112

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Inadequate consideration has been given to highways, public transport, contrary to NPPF para 34, and in line with 
Inspector's Interim Findings para 36. Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006 
contrary to NPPF paras 17 and 112

Respondent: Mrs Julia Roberts [32658] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2825 - 32659 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

2825 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Site MMO006 is not suitable for development in HELLAv4 and contrary to VALP para4.120(now para4.1). Allocation of 
this site is in breach of NPPF paras 158/182. Modifications to plot size and number of houses is neither sound or 
legally compliant.

There was no public consultation on amendment to HELAAv4, changing site from 'unsuitable' to 'suitable' for 
development, or consultation with Maids Moreton and Foscote Parish Council or BCC . HELAAv3 showed total support 
for site being 'unsuitable' for development in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20/1.21  and PPG 
para 3-008. It also breaches HELAAv4 app2. Proposal is neither sound or legally compliant

Change to Plan The development of this site should be removed from HELLA v4, as the change from the HELAA v3 represented 
overwhelming support for the site being designated as unsuitable for development. 

Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the settlement hierarchy para 5.18, and not suitable for a housing 
development of this size.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Site MMO006 is not suitable for development in HELLAv4 and contrary to VALP para4.120(now para4.1). Allocation of 
this site is in breach of NPPF paras 158/182. Modifications to plot size and number of houses is neither sound or 
legally compliant.

There was no public consultation on amendment to HELAAv4, changing site from 'unsuitable' to 'suitable' for 
development, or consultation with Maids Moreton and Foscote Parish Council or BCC . HELAAv3 showed total support 
for site being 'unsuitable' for development in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20/1.21  and PPG 
para 3-008.  Proposal is neither sound or legally compliant

Respondent: Mr  Andrew  Roberts [32659] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2826 - 32184 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2826 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There hasn't been adequate consideration given to public transport or highways for the site MMO006 and is contrary to 
NPPF PARA.34 and is also  contrary to the inspectors interim findings in para 35 to 37. I don't agree with the 
modifications as it is unsound and not legally compliant.

Change to Plan The Site MMO006 should be removed from the Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: There hasn't been adequate consideration given to public transport or highways for the site MMO006 and is contrary to 
NPPF PARA.34 and is also  contrary to the inspectors interim findings in para 35 to 37. I don't agree with the 
modifications as it is unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Mr R Thorne [32184] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2827 - 28604 - MM101 - ii, iv

2827 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton is not a 'medium village'. Only 4 key criteria exist in Maids Moreton not 6 as incorrectly categorised. As 
defined in the Settlement Hierarchy,para 5.18 (ED 228), Maids Moreton is in fact a 'smaller village'.

The Council's capacity-led approach in identifying allocations, attempts to swamp Maids Moreton with a proposed 
excessive increase of 50.8%. Listed 'medium' villages' proposed increase range from 9%-37%. VALP para 4.153 (now 
para 4.148) illustrates this fact. Maids Moreton should be categorized as a 'smaller village'. The allocation in MM283 of 
12 houses is more fitting for a small settlement of 358 houses. 

I do not agree with the modifications of MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and taking away the limit of 170 houses. 
The inaccuracy of calling the village a 'medium village' in the Settlement Hierarchy makes the allocation of site 
MMO006 totally unsound.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: I do not agree with the modifications of MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and taking away the limit of 170 houses. 
The inaccuracy of calling the village a 'medium village' in the Settlement Hierarchy makes the allocation of site 
MMO006 totally unsound.

Respondent: Ms Pauline Kneafsey [28604] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2830 - 31964 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2830 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: (  Full text see  attached)

The inclusion of site MMO006 in the VALP is based on flawed and incomplete evidence, and the allocation of the site 
for development is not legally and procedurally compliant or sound in accordance with NPPF para 182.

To increase the size of this site from 7.7 hectares to 8.8 hectares in MM101, and to insert the words "at least" before 
"170 dwellings" under site provision (a) in the Proposed Modified VALP without including this change as a Main 
Modification is not 'justified' or 'consistent with national policy for enabling the delivery of sustainable development' as 
defined in NPPF para 182. These changes are
therefore unsound.

Change to Plan
The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications - both MM101 and the
modifications in the proposed VALP - must be deleted from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or 
legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The allocation of site MMO006 (and MM101) is: not positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable 
development; not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives or based on 
justifiably accurate and proportionate evidence; and not consistent with National Policies - NPPF paras 34, 112, 151, 
155 and 158, and PPG para 3-008.

Therefore the allocation is UNSOUND. It falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 
2.15 so is not legally and procedurally compliant, which is further exacerbated by the procedural unfairness that has 
arisen during the course of the examination process.

Respondent: Foscote Parish Meeting (Lady Rima Scott) [31964] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

FPM Submission to final Consultation

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2831 - 32673 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2831 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: NPPF 151 says: "Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development." According to VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147), the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
selected for development. However, in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal, site MMO006 is the least 
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. AVDC allocates the least sustainable site in breach of NPPF 151 on the basis that it 
"delivers outdoor playing space and Equipped Play Facilities responding to the concern raised by the 2017 'Open 
Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale' audit, which found there to be a lack of suitably sized central 
public open space as well as no Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play (NEAP) in Maids Moreton". Maids Moreton has 
playing fields situated at the end of Avenue Road with a well-equipped playpark (small and big swings, slide, climbing 
frame, seesaw, roundabout and ball wall) together with a rugby pitch and cricket pitch. This recreational facility and 
open space is recognised as one of Maids Moreton's 'key criteria' in AVDC's own Settlement Hierarchy, without which 
Maids Moreton would only have 3 key criteria. Site MMO006 scored the lowest in 6 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and 
the highest in only 1 of the 12 sustainability criteria. In the remaining 5 sustainability criteria all sites were ranked equal. 
Overall, site MMO006 ranked the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton by a considerable margin, performing 
particularly badly in 'pollution' and 'travel/transport' so the allocation of this site for development and extending this site 
under MM101 are unsound because they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable 
development and is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

Change to Plan MM101 must be retracted, and site MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and 
legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: MM101 seeks to extend the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton on the false assertion that Maids Moreton does not 
have Recreational Facilities when it does, in fact, have extensive open playing fields and play facitilies. Therefore the 
whole allocation of MMO006, and MM101's attempt to extend the site, are both unsound because they breach NPPF 
paras 155 and 151.

Respondent: Mrs  Helen  Pryke [32673] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2832 - 28902 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

2832 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development and there was no consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council or Foscote 
Parish Meeting.  Also, the consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
'unsuitable' for development and this has clearly been ignored.  The only consultation I am aware of was the public 
consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP not the 
designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA.  Therefore relying on the designation of this site in 
the HELAA as a source of evidence is in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the 
PPG para 3-008.  It also contravenes HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not agree with the modifications and increasing the 
size of the number of houses to 170 as this allocation is neither sound or legally compliant.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the incorrect assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key 
criteria when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is in fact a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hieararchy 
para 5.18 (I refer to ED228).  The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is neither sound or legally compliant 
and is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led 
approach to identify of allocations has received widespread support. This has certainly not been the case in Maids 
Moreton. 
Finally, a further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in 
Maids Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium 
village. For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  The 
allocation in MM283 of 12 houses is quite adequate for a small settlement.  I do not agree with the modifications in 
MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the 
Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and illegal.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.   The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is 
neither sound or legally compliant and is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings. 
Finally, a further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in 
Maids Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium 
village.

Respondent: Mr Richard Myers [28902] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2834 - 32682 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2834 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I am extremely concerned with the amount of houses allocated for Maids Moreton which is 182. Its excessive for a 
medium village, which Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as in the false assertion in the Settlement 
Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when it only has 4.

It is a 'Smaller Village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18. Its not in line with the assertion in para41 of 
the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify allocations has received widespread 
support not true in Maids Moreton.

Change to Plan To ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant Policy MMO006 needs deleting from the
VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I am extremely concerned with the amount of houses allocated for Maids Moreton which is 182. Its excessive for a 
medium village, which Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as in the false assertion in the Settlement 
Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when it only has 4.

It is a 'Smaller Village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18. Its not in line with the assertion in para41 of 
the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify allocations has received widespread 
support not true in Maids Moreton.

Respondent: Mr Peter Howard [32682] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2835 - 32005 - MM101 - i, iii, iv

2835 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There has been a failure;
-to provide evidence that the site is suitable for development nor suitable for subsequent modification in increase of plot 
size and house numbers. Contrary VALP para4.120.

-to consult publicly on the designation of the site as being deemed suitable for development. Contrary NPPF para 155, 
HELAA methodology correctly. Contrary HELAA Methodology para 3-008.
-to conduct HELAA Methodology correctly. Contrary HELAA Methodolohy paras 1.20.1.21 7 2.15.
-to categorise the village correctly as s smaller village (4 key criteria not 6). Contrary to Settlement Hierarchy para.5.18.

-to keep to Regulation 19 objectors informed of changes in AVDC position resite allocation.

-to recognise that the Technical Annex to the VALP sustainability Appraisal shows the site as being the least (not most) 
sustainable site in the village. Contrary to NPPF para.151 and 165.

-to consider impact impact on highways and public transport. Contrary to NPPF para.34.

-to consider the rural setting of the site. Contrary to NPPF paras 17 & 112.
-to give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage buildings, Contrary NPPF paras NPPF paras 17,120 and 
132.

-For the above listed reasons the site allocation is neither sound nor legally compliant.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be removed from the VALP to ensure that the Plan is both sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iii, iv

Summary: Failure to comply with requirements to evidence sites suitability, consult publicly on site designation, categorise village 
correctly, maintain, inform reg 19 objectors of AVDC position changes, recognise technical annex entry resite 
unsuitability, consider impact of highways, public transport or rural setting or consider heritage building protection.

Respondent: Mr Gary HUGHES [32005] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2836 - 32015 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2836 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: As a regulation 19 objector (ref id 499), i was informed that AVDC had decided that the site mmo006 would be deleted 
from the VALP  and hence, they were not required to answer all the objections and questions pertaining to it raised by 
the inspector or the residents.  
We were further informed that the site had been erroneously included on the agenda for session hearing 34 and we 
were not notified that AVDC had altered their position on this. 

The inexplicable alternation in hela v4 designating mmo006 as suitable for development is not based on any evidence 
since avdc were not able to give satisfactory details (minutes/dates/times of meetings) via our freedom of information 
requests, and have, therefore, contravened nppf paragraphs 158 and 182. 
Further, there was no public consultation on the change to mmo006 in Hela v4 -  avdc therefore failed to follow due 
process and have contravened Hela methodology paragraph 1.21

Maids moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a medium village, having only 4 of the 6 key criteria and thus the 
allocation of 'at least 170 houses' is in breach of of valp paragraph 5.153 and is not legally compliant.

failure to follow due process by avdc has resulted in a valp which is not legally compliant and which includes allocations 
for development for which there is insufficient evidence of suitability.

AVDC  has avoided questions and objections regarding site mmo006 by misleading residents, councils and parish 
councils.

Change to Plan The site MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Maids moreton has been incorrectly categorised as a medium village, having only 4 of the 6 key criteria and thus the 
allocation of 'at least 170 houses' is in breach of of VALP paragraph 5.153 and is not legally compliant.

Failure to follow due process by avdc has resulted in a VALP which is not legally compliant and which includes 
allocations for development for which there is insufficient evidence of suitability.

AVDC  has avoided questions and objections regarding site MMO006 by misleading residents, councils and parish 
councils.

Respondent: Mrs Sheilagh Rawlins [32015] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2843 - 29922 - MM101 - None

2843 Support

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We note that changes are proposed in relation to site specific requirements relating to surface water management for 
site allocation MM0006 to remove reference to the public sewerage network for surface water flows. 

This change would address our previous comments relating to site allocation MM0006 and are fully supported.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We note that changes are proposed in relation to site specific requirements relating to surface water management for 
site allocation MM0006 to remove reference to the public sewerage network for surface water flows. 

This change would address our previous comments relating to site allocation MM0006 and are fully supported.

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison 

Manager) [29922]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2846 - 31194 - MM101 - i, ii

2846 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to inadequate consideration being given to local Maids Moreton roads and public transport in the build up of 
traffic to and from Milton Keynes as well as designating Maids Moreton as a "medium" village with at least 170 house 
allocation.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 to be deleted from the VALP to make the VALP true or legal.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: I object to inadequate consideration being given to local Maids Moreton roads and public transport in the build up of 
traffic to and from Milton Keynes as well as designating Maids Moreton as a "medium" village with at least 170 house 
allocation.

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Ian & Lillian  McDonald [31194] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2850 - 32688 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2850 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Poor consideration has been given to highways and public transport, so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to 
NPPF para 34, and is also in  line with the assertion in the Inspectors Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. I strongly object to the modifications increasing the plot size and no longer limiting the number of 
houses to 170. This is unsustainable in a village like Maids Moreton.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Poor consideration has been given to highways and public transport, so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to 
NPPF para 34, and is also in  line with the assertion in the Inspectors Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. I strongly object to the modifications increasing the plot size and no longer limiting the number of 
houses to 170. This is unsustainable in a village like Maids Moreton.

Respondent: Miss Claire Morby [32688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2852 - 32689 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2852 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site MMO006 being designated as 'unsuitable' for 
development.

Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council and Foscote Parish Meeting were not consulted on the 
amendment in HELAA v4 which changed the designation of this site to be 'suitable' for development. The subsequent 
public consultation on the Submission VALP excluded consultation on the change of designation of this site to be 
'suitable for development'.

I believe the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence is in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA 
Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, PPG para 3-008, and HELAA v4 appendix 2.

MM101 Site Criteria a states Provision of 170 dwellings at a density that takes account of the adjacent settlement 
character and identity of the edge of countryside location. A development of 170 houses, which in their plan states 
should be primarily houses for 4-6 persons, would therefore accommodate approximately 680-850 persons. Based on 
AVDC information, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 (2011 census). So this single development would double the 
population. It certainly seems unreasonable for there to be any expectation for the village to be able to retain much of 
its identity in such circumstances. Smaller developments over a long period of time, as has happened in the past, 
would be far more appropriate for the village. So I believe that MM101 Site Criteria a cannot be met given the scale of 
the proposed development.

I do not agree with this modification as it not been made on a legally compliant basis.

Change to Plan I believe that Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally 
compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I do not agree with this modification as it not been made on a legally compliant basis due to incomplete consultation 
and the proposed development does not meet the defined site criteria.

Respondent: Mr Mark Gadd [32689] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2853 - 32690 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

2853 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: AVDV have not carried out the appropriate processes to ensure that all parties affected by the development of site 
MMO006 have been heard and their objections and questions formally and properly responded to.
There was no public consultation when site MMO006 was 'suddenly' amended from unsuitable to suitable for 
development and appropriate councils were not informed. Therefore, the inclusion of the site in HELA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA methodology paragraphs 1.20 , 1.21 and 2.15, also falling short of PPG paragraph 3-019. 
It is evident, therefore, that the proposed VALP is not legally compliant.

Further, the proposal to amend the wording in MM101 to 'at least 170 houses' contravenes VALP paragraph 4.153 (now 
paragraph 4.148) and leads to an excessive and disproportionate increase in village size, thereby also contravening 
NPPF paragraph 17.

In addition, VALP sustainability Appraisal Technical Annex states 'higher growth at Maids Moreton (Option 5 - site 
MMO006) is not necessarily to be supported, in particular from a pollution perspective, recognising capacity constraints 
at the Buckingham Wastewater Treatment Works.'  VALP paragraph 4.152 also states that 'the most suitable sites 
have been selected at these locations' and this is clearly not the case.

In conclusion, the proposed VALP is neither legally compliant nor consistent with national policy, and planning 
guidelines have not been followed.

Change to Plan Remove site MMO006 from the proposed VALP document.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The proposed VALP contravenes too many planning guidelines and has not been been prepared in accordance with 
NPPF paragraph 182.Further, the proposal to amend the wording in MM101 to 'at least 170 houses' contravenes VALP 
paragraph 4.153 (now paragraph 4.148) and leads to an excessive and disproportionate increase in village size, 
thereby also contravening NPPF paragraph 17.

Respondent: Ms Lauren Rawlins [32690] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2855 - 32691 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2855 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: MM101 extends site MMO006 from 7.7 hectares to 8.8 hectares, and the proposed changes add the words 'at least' 
170 houses, potentially increasing the size of the development.

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector has not questioned the general soundness of the Council's capacity-led approach 
to identifying allocations: "...without questioning the general soundness of the Council's capacity-led approach to 
identifying allocations (which received widespread support)..." (para 41)

There was overwhelming support for the designation of site MMO006 as 'unsuitable for development' in HELAA v3 in 
the Issues and Options Consultation and so the site was not allocated for development in the Draft VALP published for 
consultation during summer 2016.  

HELAA v4 appendix 2 states:  "During summer 2016, further comments were received, this time on the HELAA v3 
report and these informed the preparation of HELAA v4"

However, contrary to the summer 2016 consultation HELAA v4 re-designated this site as 'suitable' for development so 
the allocation is not in line with the Inspector's assertion in para 41 of his Interim Findings that the capacity-let 
approach to identifying allocations has received widespread support.  In fact, there has been a large number of 
objections to the allocation of site MMO006 which have never been addressed by AVDC due to AVDC's assertion 
during the VALP Examination that they were going to delete the site from the VALP.  

In addition, AVDC did not inform or consult with the Maids Moreton Parish Council which is contrary to NPPF para 155 
and PPG para 3-008

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications to extend this site are informed by evidence that is not 
legally and procedurally compliant and unsound.

Change to Plan MM101 must be retracted, and site MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and 
legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The changes made to HELAA v4 were not informed by the consultation during summer 2016, and the lack of 
consultation with Maids Moreton PC breaches NPPF 155 and PPG 3-008.  Extending the site in MM101, and the 
allocation of site MMO006, are both not legally and procedurally compliant, and are unsound because they are not in 
line with National Policy

Respondent: Miss Emily Pryke [32691] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2856 - 32694 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2856 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: 1. There wasn't a public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which, surprisingly, designated this site to be 
"suitable" for development. Also, there was no consultation with Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish 
Council or Foscote Parish Meeting. The consultation on HELAA v3 showed complete support for the site being classed 
as "unsuitable" for development. The only consultation afterwards was the public consultation on the submission VALP 
which concerned the allocation of the site in the submission VALP not the designation of the site suitable for 
development in the HELAA. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would 
therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology pars 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. In 
addition, it falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2. I am not in agreement with the modifications that include increasing the 
size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally 
compliant. 

2. More consideration should have been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is 
contrary to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspectors Interim Findings para 36 which he 
says makes the VALP unsound. I repeat my objections in "1" above regarding increasing the size of the plot and no 
longer limiting the number of houses to 170.

Change to Plan 1. In my view the Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally 
compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: 1. No public consultation on the amendment of HELAA v4 which made the site suitable for development, and neither 
was there consultation with either Buckingham Town Council, nor with either the Maids Moreton Parish Council or 
Foscote Parish Meeting. I object to the increase in both size of plot and on increasing the number of houses beyond 
the discussed number of 170.

2. Inadequate consideration given to highways and public transport. The entire allocation is unsound and not legally 
compliant.

Respondent: Mr Richard Evison [32694] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2858 - 32695 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2858 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: A. The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is
not based on any evidence and is therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now
para 4.1). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site would
be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182. The modifications do not appear sound
- increasing the size of plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 -
but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

B. This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The
allocation of site MMO006 contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which
claims that the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows
site MMO006 as being the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site
MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165, and renders
para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

C. The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection
of heritage buildings so is contrary to NPPF paras 17.129 and 132. The allocation
is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan I suggest that Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order the ensure that the VLP is sound and legally 
compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: A. The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' is not based on any evidence.
The increase in plot size and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170
are contrary to earlier, submitted figures.

B. The Final Consultation claims the site MMO006 is the most 'sustainable' site in
Maids Moreton. The Technical Annex to the VALP has the site as 'least
sustainable'.

C. Inadequate consideration of the protection of heritage buildings.

Respondent: Mrs Patricia Evison [32695] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2859 - 32697 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2859 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: From the documentation I have seen, I believe that Site MMO006 is the least sustainable construction site within Maids 
Moreton - as per technical annex to the Sustainability Appraisal.
The allocation of this Site is therefore contrary to VALP 4.147 (formally 4.152) & breaches NPPF paragraphs 151 and 
165.
Increasing the size of the Site and inserting words "at least" exacerbates this further & means the entire allocation 
cannot be considered as legally correct.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 must be deleted from VALP, otherwise the VALP is legally unsound.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: From the documentation I have seen, I believe that Site MMO006 is the least sustainable construction site within Maids 
Moreton - as per technical annex to the Sustainability Appraisal.
The allocation of this Site is therefore contrary to VALP 4.147 (formally 4.152) & breaches NPPF paragraphs 151 and 
165.
Increasing the size of the Site and inserting words "at least" exacerbates this further & means the entire allocation 
cannot be considered as legally correct.

Respondent: Mrs Paula Culley [32697] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2862 - 32699 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2862 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I strongly object to the fact that in MM101, Maids Moreton has now been deemed suitable for "at least" 170 houses. 
With MM283 allowing for a further 12 houses, the total number of new settlements will be "at least" 182. This increase 
is hugely disproportionate compared to other villages of similar size as illustrated in the table below, based on VALP 
para 4.153 (now para 4.148). I would furthermore argue that the classification of Maids Moreton in the Settlement 
Hierarchy para 5.16 as a medium size village is questionable, considering that the bus service to Aylesbury has been 
cancelled.

Village

Cuddington - Current no. of houses 264, Proposed Increase 23, Increase in % is 8.71

Ickford - Current no. of houses 288, Proposed Increase 30, Increase in % is 10.42

Maids Moreton - Current no. of houses 387, Proposed Increase 170, Increase in % is 43.93

Marsh Gibbon - Current no, of houses 434, Proposed Increase 9, Increase in % is 2.07

Newton Longville - Current no. of houses is 814, Proposed Increase 17, Increase in % is 2.09

Quainton - Current no. of houses is 545, Proposed Increase 37, Increase in % is 6.79

Change to Plan MMO006 should be removed from the VALP to make VALP legally sound and compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I strongly object to the fact that in MM101, Maids Moreton has now been deemed suitable for "at least" 170 houses. 
With MM283 allowing for a further 12 houses, the total number of new settlements will be "at least" 182. This increase 
is hugely disproportionate compared to other villages of similar size as illustrated by VALP para 4.153 (now para 
4.148). I would furthermore argue that the classification of Maids Moreton in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 as a 
medium size village is questionable, considering that the bus service to Aylesbury has been cancelled.

Respondent: Ms Gaelle Hull [32699] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2865 - 28526 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2865 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This entire process is crooked.  You are cheating, lying and deceiving the people you purport to represent.  Maids 
Moreton is a small village, not a medium sized village, despite your cynical attempts to fiddle how the village is viewed 
in this report.

Whatever designation you give this village, the Vale report identifies a need for 20% more homes in the entire region, 
so how or why can a 50% increase in a single village be justified?  It cannot.

 The AVDC online consultation portal excluldes two questions - Do you consider the plan sound?  Do you consider the 
plan legally compliant? Why? 

The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v 4 is not based on any evidence and us 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site 
would be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot 
and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant. * 
There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council or 
Foscote Parish Meeting. The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
'unsuitable' for development. The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, 
which consulted on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for 
development in the HELAA. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would 
therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also 
falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant. * The HELAA 
Methodology was not correctly carried out. In particular, the designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequately 
follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3-019. Therefore this whole 
allocation is not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this. * The modification has inserted the 
words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 'medium village' due to the false 
assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4. Maids 
Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228). The allocation of site 
MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of 
the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify of allocations has received 
widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton. A further allocation of 12 dwellings has been 
made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 
4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village. For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 
houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone is 
adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and no 
longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire 
allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

Change to Plan Policy MM0 006 Should be deleted from the VALP for it to be considered sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: This entire process is crooked.  You are cheating, lying and deceiving the people you purport to represent.  Maids 
Moreton is a small village, not a medium sized village, despite your cynical attempts to fiddle how the village is viewed 
in this report.

Whatever designation you give this village, the Vale report identifies a need for 20% more homes in the entire region, 
so how or why can a 50% increase in a single village be justified?  It cannot.

The AVDC online consultation portal excluldes two questions - Do you consider the plan sound?  Do you consider the 
plan legally compliant? Why?

Respondent: Mr Tim Jones [28526] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2875 - 32488 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2875 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attachment.

Change to Plan The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications - both MM101 and the modifications in the proposed 
VALP - must be deleted from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in 
accordance with NPPF para 182.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The allocation of site MMO006 (and MM101) is: not positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable 
development; not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives or based on 
justifiably accurate and proportionate evidence; and not consistent with National Policies - NPPF paras 34, 112, 151, 
155 and 158, and PPG para 3-008. Therefore the allocation is UNSOUND.  It falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2, 
HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15 so is not legally and procedurally compliant, which is further 
exacerbated by the procedural unfairness that has arisen during the course of the examination process.

Respondent: Foscote and Maids Moreton Action Group (Mrs 

Kate Pryke) [32488]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32488 Pryke, Kate Maids Moreton & Foscote AG.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2883 - 32704 - MM101 - iv

2883 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to 
NPPF para 34 and is also in line with assertion in the Inspectors Interim Findings para 36 which he ways makes the 
VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number 
of houses to 170. A further allocation of 12 houses has been made in the MM283 which now raises the number of new 
dwellings to 182.

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006 which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with the VALP para 9.51.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to 
NPPF para 34 and is also in line with assertion in the Inspectors Interim Findings para 36 which he ways makes the 
VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number 
of houses to 170. A further allocation of 12 houses has been made in the MM283 which now raises the number of new 
dwellings to 182.

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006 which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with the VALP para 9.51.

Respondent: Mr Denis Dunkley [32704] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2885 - 28583 - MM101 - i

2885 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Development suitability evidence is not reliable due to the many unsatisfactory answers given following Submission  of 
the Freedom of Information I requested. This is contrary to VALP para 4.1 and therefore in breach of the NPPF  paras 
158 &182. 
I am opposed to extending this green land plot into further wet land areas and
allowing in excess of 170 houses being built which I also initially opposed. In fact I would question whether the whole 
allocation is legally compliant ref HELAA methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 & 215. 

It also falls short of PPG para 3-019. The suitability of the proposed development involved no consultation with 
interested parties despite the huge number of objections - local views have been ignored/dismissed.

Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a medium sized village having falsely been assessed as having key 
criteria when in/act only 4 exists. The allocation of 170 houses would be excessive for even a medium sized village. 

The modifications in MM101 which allows for even more houses to be built along with the inaccuracy in the Settlement 
Hierarchy, make the allocation of the site in MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

Interested parties have been deceived during the examination of this matter since they were informed that the site 
MO006 would be dropped from VALP only to learn later that AVDC had changed its position - why? No explanation  
has been forthcoming from them. Are they hoping it will soon be too late to object? This lack of Response is not 
respectful and lends further evidence of unsound judgments being made and no legal compliance.

MMO006 contradicts VALP para 4.147. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows this site  
being the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton, this therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 & 165 so VALP para 4.147 
is not correct. Little consideration has been given to highways and public transport or the the rural setting if MMO006 
again breaking NPPF paras 17 & 112, inconsistent again with VALP 9.51. Again the protection of heritage  buildings 
has been ignored and is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 & 132.

Change to Plan The above points should be closely scrutinized with reference to VALP, NPPF and HELAA as clearly there are some 
contradictions in terms of interpretation.
Policy MMO006 should be deleted from VALP as originally agreed by AVDC so ensuring that VALP is sound and 
legally  compliant.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i

Summary: This development suitability evidence is unreliable and legally questionable Maids Moreton has been incorrectly 
categorized as medium and AVDC has not formally addressed interested parties  outlining why they reversed their 
decision to drop MMO006 from VALP.
There has been a lack of consultation with interested parties so valid objections have not been examined

Respondent: Ms Pamela   Viccars [28583] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2917 - 32709 - MM101 - i, iii, iv

2917 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Recent modification has put in the words at least 170 houses, Maids Moreston is incorrectly defined as medium village 
due to the false assertion in the settlement hierarchy  para5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it is 
only has 4. Maids Moreton is smaller village as defined in the settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (ref. to ED 228). The 
allocation of site MMO in a small village is unsound and not legally complaint and not in line with the assertion in para 
41 of the  Inspectors Interim Findings.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii, iv

Summary: Recent modification has put in the words at least 170 houses, Maids Moreston is incorrectly defined as medium village 
due to the false assertion in the settlement hierarchy  para5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it is 
only has 4. Maids Moreton is smaller village as defined in the settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (ref. to ED 228). The 
allocation of site MMO in a small village is unsound and not legally complaint and not in line with the assertion in para 
41 of the  Inspectors Interim Findings.

Respondent: Mr Aron Whitbread [32709] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2918 - 32710 - MM101 - i, ii

2918 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to the lack of consideration that has been given to the highways and traffic flow through Maids Moreton from 
Milton Keynes, Bicester, Northampton, Aylesbury directions including local heavy/wide farm vehicles. Maids Moreton is 
not a medium village when at least 170 houses have been allocated in the plan. I object to this.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP to make it true and legal.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: I object to the lack of consideration that has been given to the highways and traffic flow through Maids Moreton from 
Milton Keynes, Bicester, Northampton, Aylesbury directions including local heavy/wide farm vehicles. Maids Moreton is 
not a medium village when at least 170 houses have been allocated in the plan. I object to this.

Respondent: Mrs  Lilian  Mcdonald  [32710] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2923 - 29091 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2923 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I was informed that site MMO006 would be deleted from VALP(Regulation 19 Objectors). Now I learn that this decision 
has been overturned without being able to respond. I do not agree with the modifications, but neither is the allocation 
sound or legally compliant. There is no evidence for making changes to HELAA 3 to make the site now suitable for 
development and so is contrary to VALP para 4.120(now para 4.1). Relying on the designation of the site MMO006 as 
suitable for development in HELAA v4 as evidence would be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182. 
The consultation for HELAA 3 showed overwhelming support for the site being unsuitable for development, yet there 
was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA V4-breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA methodology paras 
1,20 and 1.21 and PPG 3-008. It also falls of HELAA V4 appendix 2. 
Maids Moreton is incorrectly categorised as being a medium village-due to the false assertion in the settlement 
hierarchy para 5.18(ED 228).

I do not agree with the modification at least in HELAA V4-no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 which is 
already excessively high-even for a medium village and with the further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in 
mm283. All this will impact the village in so many detrimental ways with inadequate consideration given to: highways 
and public transport, protection of heritage buildings, and the rural settings of site MMO006. 
The final consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal contradicts VALP PARA 4.147 which claims the most sustainable 
site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for development. The technical Annex to this shows site MMO006 AS BEING 
LEAST SUSTAINABLE SITE. It breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165, making the above factual incorrect.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP to be able to make VALP sound and legally complaint

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: As Regulation 19 Objector-disagree  with modifications on site MMO006-Allocation unsound and not informed of 
hearing-not legally complaint. No consulation development HELAAV4-breach OF nppf PARA 155, HELAA Methodology 
paras 1.20 & 1.21 and the PPG para 3-008 and falls foul of HELAA V4 appendix 2. 
Sustainability Appraisal MMO006-least sustainable site-contradicts VALP para 4.147 factual incorrect breaches NPPF 
paras 151 Aand 165. 

Maids Moreton allocation of 182 houses-excessive even for a medium village modification at least in MM101-
inaccuracy in Settlement Hierarchy -Allocation on site MMO006 unsound and legally complaint.

Respondent: Mrs & Mr Tamara & John Kimpton [29091] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2992 - 28475 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

2992 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal is included in this final consultation. VALP para.4.152(now para 4.147) 
claims the most suitable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for development. However, the Technical Annex to 
the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the least suitable of five in Maids Moreton. Allocating 
site MMO006 in the VALP is therefore in breach of NPPF paras 151 and 165, and para. 4.152(now para 4.147) of the 
VALP factually incorrect. Furthermore, Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised as medium village due to the 
false assertion in the settlement hierarchy para 5.16 that this village has 6 key criteria, when in fact it has 4 Maids 
Moreton is a smaller as defined in Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (1 refer to ED228). So the modification to include at 
least 170 houses is unsound and not legally compliant.

Change to Plan I would like MM101 to be taken out, and the entire site (MMO006), taken out of the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: VALP is in breach of NPPF para 151 & 165, para 4.152 is factuallly incorrect. 
Maids Moreton should be categorised legally(Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18) as a smaller village-so the modification is 
unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Ms Lucy Wood [28475] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3003 - 31920 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3003 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: * This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MO006 as being the 
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 
165 and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of the VALP factually incorrect.
* Allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to NPFF 
paras 17, 129 and 132. Allocation also inconsistent with NPFF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MO006 as being the least sustainable site in 
Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165 and renders para 
4.152 (now para 4.147) of the VALP factually incorrect.

Respondent: Mr Peter Harman [31920] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3007 - 31921 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3007 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: *Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is 
contrary to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says 
makes the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting 
the number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is breach of the NPFF, the entire allocation is unsound and not 
legally compliant.

*Allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to NPFF 
paras 17, 129 and 132. Allocation also inconsistent with NPFF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170 - but on the basis that it is breach of the NPFF, the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Mrs Jane Harman [31921] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3009 - 32736 - MM101 - i, iv

3009 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: You have not considered the impact on highways and transport.
The allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to NPPF paragraph 34 and the inspectors' interim findings paragraph 36.
The inspector said this makes the VALP unsound.
I do not agree with the modifications increasing the size to more than 170 houses.

Change to Plan I do not believe the Main Modifications to be legally compliant or sound.
I would therefore like to see that the removal of MM101 and site MMO006 from the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: You have not considered the impact on highways and transport.
The allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to NPPF paragraph 34 and the inspectors' interim findings paragraph 36.
The inspector said this makes the VALP unsound.
I do not agree with the modifications increasing the size to more than 170 houses.

Respondent: Mrs Rosemary Anne Greenhough [32736] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3026 - 32176 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3026 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on any evidence and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site 
would be in breach of NPPF para 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot and 
no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.

There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council, or 
Foscote Parish Meeting. The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
'unsuitable' for development.

The only consultation afterwards was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted on the 
allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and NOT the designation of the site as suitable for development in the 
HELAA.

Relying on the description of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 
155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also contradicts HELAA v4 appendix 2.

I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) 
but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.

The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequately 
follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21. and 2.15. It also falls short of PPG para 3-019 particularly towards access 
to/from the site. Therefore, the whole allocation is not legally compliant and these modifications show this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228). The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and is not in line 
with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity led approach to identify 
allocations has received widespread support - this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.

A further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids 
Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a 'medium' village. 
For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The allocation 
in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - 
increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the 
Settlement Hierarchy rendering the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.
 

There has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were informed that site 
MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP. They were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position regarding 
the allocation of this site prior to the hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session would be held. 
In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish 
Council and Foscote Parish Meeting- to the Inspector dated 25th March 2019, it was asserted that site MMO006 had 
been erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. It is only through information subsequently disclosed 
via a series of Freedom of Information Requests that the unfairness has become apparent. The allocation still has not 
been adequately and openly scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair. The Council has not set out its position in 
writing and now will not set out its position in writing until it is too late for objectors to respond to it. On this basis, I do 
not agree with the modifications, but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 contradicts 
VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for 
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the least 
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165 
and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the 
number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not 
legally compliant.

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound.

Respondent: Mr Aaron Hales [32176] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3026 - 32176 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3026 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to 
NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132. The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Designation of site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on any evidence and is contrary to 
VALP and would be in breach of NPPF. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller' village but has been falsely asserted in the 
Settlement Hierarchy as 'medium' with 6 key criteria - but it only has 4.

I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170- but on the basis that it's in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3027 - 32737 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3027 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: No public consultation on amendment HELAA V4 which designated site as suitable for development. No consultation 
with Maids Moreton Parish Council,Buckingham Town Council or Foscote Parish Meeting. HELAA V3 showed 
overwhelming support for site to be designated  unsuitable for development. Relying on this site to be designated as in 
HELAA as a source of evidence will be in breach of NPPF para 155.  HELAA Methodology
para 1.20 and 1.21 and para 3-008. It also falls foul of HELAA V4 appendix 2. I do not agree with the site modifications-
Increasing site of plot and no limit to number of houses, the allocation is neither sound or legally compliant.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary:  
 I do not agree with the site modifications-Increasing site of plot and no limit to number of houses, the allocation is 
neither sound or legally compliant.

Respondent: Mr Stefan Ciemala [32737] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3036 - 32749 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3036 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The access to Site MMO006 is down a narrow village lane. There is no direct access to the Site from a main road, and 
there are no public bus links into Buckingham or beyond. It is no good relying on the planning application by David 
Wilson Homes to answer this problem because including this Site in the Plan breaches NPPF para 34, and is in line 
with the Inspector's assertion in his interim Findings (para 36), that the spatial strategy in the north leads to increased 
commuting traffic to and from Milton Keynes. Local roads cannot support more cars.

Change to Plan This Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP, with it the VALP is not legal.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The access to Site MMO006 is down a narrow village lane. There is no direct access to the Site from a main road, and 
there are no public bus links into Buckingham or beyond. It is no good relying on the planning application by David 
Wilson Homes to answer this problem because including this Site in the Plan breaches NPPF para 34, and is in line 
with the Inspector's assertion in his interim Findings (para 36), that the spatial strategy in the north leads to increased 
commuting traffic to and from Milton Keynes. Local roads cannot support more cars.

Respondent: Mr David  Culley [32749] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3037 - 32750 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3037 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton is not a medium sized village.
Para 5.16 of the Settlement hierarchy says the village has 6 key criteria, when intact it only has 4. So Maids Moreton is 
hence a small village. I have read ED228 which shows this in detail & in any event, para 4.153 of VALP clearly shows 
that 182 new houses would be way too many for a medium village. Hence the 12 houses allocated by MM283 are 
sufficient for this small village.

Change to Plan The Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP, otherwise the VALP is not legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's Extract)
Maids Moreton is not a medium sized village. Para 5.16 of the Settlement hierarchy says the village has 6 key criteria, 
when intact it only has 4. So Maids Moreton is hence a small village. I have read ED228 which shows this in detail & in 
any event, para 4.153 of VALP clearly shows that 182 new houses would be way too many for a medium village. Hence 
the 12 houses allocated by MM283 are sufficient for this small village.

Respondent: Mr Eric  Culley [32750] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3041 - 32753 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3041 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4, which designated site MMO006 as 'suitable' for 
development. The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton has been classified 
incorrectly as a 'medium village' due the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 
key criteria when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 
5.18 (I refer to ED228). Allocation of site MMO006 in a smaller village is flawed and not legally compliant. It is not in 
line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that AVDC's approach to identify allocation has 
received widespread support - this is not the case for Maids Moreton. Maids Moreton's residents overwhelmingly 
registered objection to the MMO006 development.  VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is 
excessive even for a medium village. MM283 has allocated a further 12 houses which increase the total number of  
dwellings to 182, which for a small village at around 50% of total houses is grossly disproportionate to the size of the 
settlement. Allocation of 12 houses alone is sufficient for a small settlement.  I disagree with the modifications in 
MM101. Increasing the size of plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170, together with the inaccuracy in 
Settlement Hierarchy makes the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

Change to Plan 1) The main modification proposed should be taken out of the VALP.
2) The entire site MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (reference ED228), although classified 
incorrectly as 'medium' due the false assertion in Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
whereas it only has 4, and not in line with the Inspector's Interim Findings para 41 that AVDC's approach to identify 
allocation has received widespread support.  VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) states 170 houses is excessive even 
for a medium village. No longer limiting total dwellings to 170 and inaccuracy in Settlement Hierarchy makes allocation 
of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Mr Anthony Hinton [32753] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3042 - 32755 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3042 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: No logical or understandable justification has been given as to why MMO006 was chosen as the most sustainable site 
for development within Maids Moreton.  
In deed the analysis completed and shown as part of the technical annexe to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows 
the site connected to MMO006 as being the least sustainable site. This allocation of site MMO006 within the VALP 
therefore breaches NPPF paragraphs 151 and 165 and renders paragraph 4.152 (now paragraph 4.147) of VALP 
factually incorrect.

Change to Plan Removal of MMO006 from the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
No logical or understandable justification has been given as to why MMO006 was chosen as the most sustainable site 
for development within Maids Moreton.  
In deed the analysis completed and shown as part of the technical annexe to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows 
the site connected to MMO006 as being the least sustainable site.

Respondent: Mr Stephen Andrew Holmes [32755] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3048 - 32768 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3048 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The consultation on HELAA v3 considered the site as unsuitable for development. There was no public consultation on 
the amendment in HELAA v4 which the stated that this site was suitable for development. Subsequently the only 
consultation that 

I was aware of the public consultation on the Submission VALP which advised on the allocation of the site and not the 
designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA.

Reliance on the HELAA as evidence for designation of the site is I consider in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA 
Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It is also in contravention of HELAA v4 appendix 2.
I formally disagree with the modifications increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170. I consider the allocation is both unsound.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
I formally disagree with the modifications increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170. I consider the allocation is both unsound.

Respondent: Mrs  Clare Hodgson [32768] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3050 - 32772 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3050 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal.  The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development.  The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being 
the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton.  Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 
and 165, and renders para 4.152  (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v 4 is not based on any evidence (you can 
refer to any unsatisfactory answers you may have received if you submitted a Freedom of Information Request) and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1).  Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site 
would be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182.  I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot 
and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council or 
Foscote Parish Meeting.  The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated 
as 'unsuitable' for development.

The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  In particular, the designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3-019.  Therefore this 
whole allocation is not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228).  The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in 
line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify 
of allocations has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.

Change to Plan A right and proper assessment and evidence gathering needs to be carried out "on the ground", in relation to the actual 
surrounding infrastructure and access (or lack of it.)

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.

The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v 4 is not based on any evidence.

There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development.

Respondent: Mr Dave Baxter [32772] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3052 - 32775 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3052 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I consider there has been inadequate consideration given to highways and public transport with regard to the allocation 
of site MMO006. As such the allocation is contrary to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the 
Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes the VALP unsound.
I disagree with the modifications which increase the size of the plot and no longer limit the number of houses to 170. As 
such I consider it is in breach of the NPPF and the entire allocation is neither sound nor legally compliant.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
I disagree with the modifications which increase the size of the plot and no longer limit the number of houses to 170. As 
such I consider it is in breach of the NPPF and the entire allocation is neither sound nor legally compliant.

Respondent: Miss Sophie Krajnyk [32775] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3057 - 32776 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3057 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I object to MM101 for the simple reason that it supports the adoption of site MMO006 in the VALP, makes a grossly 
inflated number of houses on the site
inevitable and removes a safeguard against the impact this will have on local roads. As I will show AVDC have, in 
allocating MMO006, breached several policy guidelines, ignored their own evidence and failed to consult with the local 
parish councils. If MM101 is adopted, the VALP will not be sound or legally compliant.

In 2016, AVDC categorised the site in HELAA version three as "unsuitable for development". The reasons offered were 
(a) the glaring problem of access to
the local road network, (b) the intrusion of any such development into open countryside and (c) the lack of sympathy 
with the existing pattern of the village.
Unbelievably, when a new version of the HELAA was published a year later, MMO006 was re-categorised as "suitable 
for the development of 170 homes".
Information released under the FoI regulations include AVDC's justification for this 180 degree turn. Apparently, a 
submission from David Wilson Homes
was the sole evidence used and there is no other recorded or minuted information to support it. I have read the 
developer submission and in no way does it
mitigate (b) and (c). These are immutable facts - 170 homes on this site does intrude into open countryside and is a 
significant change to the pattern of village
development. The only possible mitigation would be a smaller, less obtrusive development on the same site but the 
developer proposes 170, so this is accepted
In reality, I believe by not offering any evidence to support their U-turn on (b) and (c), AVDC fall foul of NPPF 
paragraphs 158 and 165. Additionally, it
should be noted that VALP paragraph 4.152 (now 4.147) further undermines the case for MMO006 by stating a 
complete untruth i.e. that the village has "An
excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village...the most sustainable site has been 
selected". AVDC do not seem to have
noticed or maybe have chosen to flatly ignore that their own VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows MMO006 to be the 
least sustainable of all the assessed
sites.

Disgracefully, this 'about turn' was not accompanied by any discussion with Foscote or MM parish councils. As AVDC 
have admitted, the only way that any
councillor or indeed member of public could find out what had happened was by searching for the new version of 
HELAA online. Since most of us believed
that MMO006 had been rejected for development a year earlier, this is patently unfair.
This lack of discussion and co-operation with parish officers is in breach of several policy guidelines within the NPPF, 
PPG and HELAA Methodology, which
call for early and extensive consultations with the affected community. The relevant paragraphs are NPPF paragraph 
155, PPG paragraph 008 (ID 3-008-
20140306) and the HELAA Methodology paragraph 1.20
I would also like to add that Maids Moreton's classification as a "medium village" flies in the face of good reason and 
contradicts Settlement Hierarchy paragraph 5.18. Maids Moreton does not have 6 of the key criteria (4 at most) and 
where did they get the "bus service operating hourly" from? Frankly, local public transport links are risible. This alone is 
reason enough to put a huge question mark over the 170 homes figure which MM101, if adopted, will explicitly
support.

Change to Plan Remove MMO006 from the VALP or change wording to 'MMO006 is unsuitable for development' Alternatively, subject 
MMO006 to a reduced number of homes such that the site is compliant with the Sustainability Appraisal.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The decision to categorise MMO006 as "suitable for development" in HELAA (contradicting the earlier draft) appears to 
arise from the need to fulfil the Vale's housing quota rather than hard evidence. In performing this Uturn, the local 
authority cast aside their own sustainability assessment and neither consulted with or furnished supporting evidence to 
the parish council. 

The classification of Maids Moreton as a medium village in the council's settlement hierarchy assessment was based 
on factually incorrect and out of date information. It follows that the "at least 170 homes" figure is grossly 
disproportionate to the size of the village.

Respondent: Mr Anthony  Mallett [32776] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3059 - 32177 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3059 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on any evidence and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4. 1 ). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site 
would be in breach of NPPF para 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot and 
no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.  

There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable or 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council, or 
Foscote Parish Meeting. The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
'unsuitable' for development.

The only consultation afterwards was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted on the 
allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and NOT the designation of the site as suitable for development in the 
HELAA. 

Relying on the description of this site in the HE LAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF 
para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also contradicts HELAA v4 appendix 2.

I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) 
but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.

The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequately 
follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21. and 2.15. It also falls short of PPG para 3-01 articular/y towards access 
to/from the site. Therefore, the whole  allocation is not legally compliant an these modifications show this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5. 16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228). The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and is not in line 
with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity led approach to identify 
allocations has received widespread support - this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.

A further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids 
Moreton to 182. VALP para 4. 153 (now para 4. 148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a 'medium' 
village. For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The  
allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the modifications in 
MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the 
Settlement Hierarchy rendering the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

There has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were informed that site 
MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP. They were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position regarding 
the allocation of this site prior to the hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session would be held. 
In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish 
Council and Foscote Parish Meeting- to the Inspector dated 25th March 2019, it was asserted that site MMO006 had 
been erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. It is only through information subsequently disclosed 
via a series of Freedom of Information Requests that the unfairness has become apparent. The  allocation still has not 
been adequately and openly scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair. The Council has not set out its position in 
writing and now will not set out its position in writing until it is too late for objectors to respond to it. On this basis, I do 
not agree with the modifications, but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 contradicts 
VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for 
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the least 
sustainable site in Maids Moreton.  allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165 
and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the 
number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not 
legally compliant.

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, 
and  allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site  allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound.

Respondent: Mr Duncan Macey [32177] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to 
NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132. The  allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Designation of site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HE LAA v4 is not based on any evidence and is contrary 
to VALP and would be in breach of NPPF. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller' village but has been falsely asserted in the 
Settlement Hierarchy as 'medium' with 6 key criteria - but it only has 4.

I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170 - but on the basis that it's in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Guidelines state that, when preparing a local plan, councils must provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report. AVDC's 
version of this includes a Technical Annexe produced by AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited. This 
document assesses sites for inclusion in the VALP, including five options within the parish of Maids Moreton (pages 73 
to 78) Within these pages, site MMO006 (named as 'Option 5') is shown to be overwhelmingly the least sustainable 
option available. AECOM add
that, "..given the proximity of Maids Moreton to Buckingham, which will see considerable housing growth over the plan 
period, 'nil allocations' is
a reasonable 'do minimum' option". They also go on to say that, "Option 1 (nil allocations) stands out as performing well 
in terms of the most
objectives" and "The other main conclusion... is that higher growth at Maids Moreton (Option 5) is not necessarily to be 
supported, in particular
from a 'Pollution' perspective".

So it is quite clear from an independent evaluation, commissioned exclusively to underpin the VALP, that MMO006 is 
the most problematic site within the parish of Maids Moreton. Given the level of recent and forthcoming housebuilding 
in the area, it would be perfectly reasonable to choose 'nil allocations' for the village, as per NPPF paragraph 182 ("the 
plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives")
Despite all of this, AVDC claim (VALP paragraph 4.152 - now 4.147) that Maids Moreton has "...an excess of suitable 
HELAA sites beyond a
reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the most sustainable site has been selected". This is categorically 
untrue and clearly a breach
of NPPF paragraph 151 and 165 which state, respectively, that, "local plans must be prepared with the aim of achieving 
sustainable
development" and "local plans must be based on up to date information about the natural environment"
We know that site MMO006 has a developer with an option on the land and with prepared plans to build the 170 
homes. AVDC have chosen
MMO006 simply because it is a convenient option for them and the 170 homes will help fulfil the targets they are legally 
obliged to meet. They
make this 100% clear in their response to the appraisal "On balance, the Council favours the larger scheme, 
recognising that this would
contribute significantly to achievement of the district-wide housing target". There is one further attempt at a justification 
that is pitiful: "It is difficult
to conclude that one site is more suitable than another, although one important factor is the potential for the site to 
deliver a new children's play
area". This is despite the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment showing that Maids Moreton already has 3 such facilities..
The claim made in HELAA version four that MMO006 is 'suitable for development' is based on a fragrant rejection of 
the available evidence. MM101 supports the allocation of MMO006 in VALP and, therefore, its approval means that the 
VALP would be neither sound or legally
compliant.

Change to Plan To make the VALP sound and legally compliant, the Inspector should refuse MM101 and remove MMO006. 
Alternatively, the wording could be changed to 'MMO006 is not suitable for development' or 'MMO006 is suitable for 
development, subject to a maximum of 40 mid-sized homes'.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Independent evidence commissioned by AVDC for VALP states that MMO006 is the least sustainable of five options 
available. It goes on to say that choosing 'nil options' would be perfectly reasonable. Despite this, AVDC claim that in 
MMO006 they have chosen the most sustainable site. MMO006 conveniently has a developer waiting in the wings with 
plans to build 170 homes but choosing it above the other four options flies in the face of their evidence base and is 
contrary to both NPPF paragraph 151 and 165. Therefore, the adoption of MM101 would render the VALP neither 
sound or legally compliant

Respondent: Mrs  Rhoda Mallett [32780] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: After the council looked at site MMO006 for HELAA, it was found to be unsuitable for development. Among the reasons 
given were "lack of access", "extends into open countryside" and "does not follow existing pattern of the village". 
Besides this,
MMO006 was found to be the village's least sustainable site when the VALP Sustainability Appraisal took place.

However, AVDC's stance on MMO006 changed when the land owner sold the fields and farm to a developer who 
announced
plans to finance and build 170 homes on it shortly after. This became apparent in a later draft of HELAA, when site 
MMO006
became "suitable for development of 170 homes subject to a highways access resolution". No mention was made of 
the other
matters which had previously been of concern
MM101 makes no mention of the two matters and even strips out the need for a transport assessment
It cannot be right that, within such a crucial document as HELAA, the suitability of a piece of land is judged based 
entirely upon
whether or not a developer is willing to develop it. This is a clear case of putting the cart before the horse. Including 
MMO006 in
the VALP when the council's own investigation rates its sustainability so poorly is a clear contravention of both 
paragraph 151 and 165 of the NPPF.  Another concern I have is that there was no consultation with Maids Moreton 
Parish Council when MMO006 was amended.
 I happen to know that MMPC are unanimously opposed to this site being developed. Not involving them is a clear 
contravention of the following sections of NPPF, PPG and HELAA Methodology NPPF paragraph 155 PPG paragraph 
008, ref ID 3-008-20140306 HELAA Methodology paragraph 1.20

Finally, the classification of Maids Moreton as a "medium village" is not correct as it contradicts Settlement Hierarchy 
paragraph 5.18. It clearly does not have 6 of the key criteria and most certainly does not have a "bus service operating 
hourly". The service named no longer operates an extensive schedule and making a connection to the county X5 
service is unrealistic.

The adoption of MM101 underpins MMO006's presence in VALP which patently breaches several legal guidelines that 
AVDC should have followed. With MM101 included, the local plan is neither sound nor legally compliant.

Change to Plan If Maids Moreton had been correctly classified as a small village, the number of houses suitable for site MMO006 
would be significantly reduced. I would suggest this as a way to make its adoption in VALP sound and legally 
compliant. Failing that,
please withdraw MM101 and remove MMO006 from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: MMO006 was listed as Maids Moreton's least sustainable site in the VALP Sustainability Appraisal. Allowing the site in 
VALP contravenes paragraphs 151 and 165 of the NPPF

Maids Moreton PC were not consulted when the appraisal of MMO006 was changed to suitable for development. This 
contravenes NPPF paragraph 155, PPG paragraph 008 (ref ID 3-008-20140306) and HELAA Methodology section 1.20

Maids Moreton has been classified as a medium village in contravention of the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment for 
VALP (paragraph 5.18)
If main modification MM101 is adopted, VALP will not be sound or legally compliant

Respondent: Mrs  Cheryl Mallett [32782] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The proposed main modification MM101 supports the allocation of site MMO006 in VALP. I believe this renders the 
local plan neither sound nor legally compliant. I have concluded that the sole basis for AVDC including MMO006 - after 
initially saying in HELAA v3 that it was not suitable for development - is the fact that a developer took an option on the 
land and came forward with plans to develop it. Once this had
happened, AVDC seem to have retracted earlier concerns about the site's sustainability and, in so doing, disregarded 
their own evidence and ignored statutory guidelines and procedures. Little or no evidence was provided in support of 
this decision and key stakeholders were not consulted. What follows is more detailed analysis, specifying the relevant 
regulations and guidelines that AVDC have
disregarded
Contradicting the VALP Sustainability Appraisal
VALP paragraph 4.152 (now 4.147) states that Maids Moreton has "...an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a 
reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the most sustainable site has been selected". The site this statement 
refers to is clearly MMO006. In fact, this misrepresents the findings of the Technical Annex of the VALP 

Sustainability Appraisal in which site MMO006 is named as 'the least sustainable' within the parish So, not only have 
AVDC ignored their own earlier findings, the allocation of MMO006 in VALP breaches both paragraph 151 of the NPPF 
("local plans must be prepared with the aim of achieving sustainable development") and paragraph 165 ("local plans 
must be based on up to date information about the
natural environment")

MM101
Local consultation and evidence for amendments made in HELAA v4
HELAA v3, published in May 2016, stated that site MMO006 was not suitable for development, citing three key reasons 
including the fact that it would extend into open countryside and would not relate to the existing pattern of development
However, in HELAA v4 (published January 2017) site MMO006 was redesignated as 'suitable for development' without 
reference to the two concerns given in v3 which I cite above. When the amendment was made, AVDC did not include 
details of any public consultation or consultations with the three affected parish or town councils or any new evidence to 
show that their earlier concerns had been addressed
Furthermore I can confirm, from a series of FoI requests which I made this year, that 

AVDC say they did not document the procedure used to make this amendment, cannot identify evidence used to 
support it and cannot supply details of any consultations. Bearing in mind the above, the use of HELAA as evidence for 
the inclusion of this site in the VALP is in clear breach of the NPPF, HELAA Methodology and Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) and is therefore
not 'sound' or 'legally compliant'
1) Paragraph 155 of the NPPF states that "...meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighborhoods, local 
organisations and businesses is essential...so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision for 
sustainable development of the area.
2) HELAA Methodology paragraph 1.20 states that, "...local authorities should work in partnership
with all interested parties in the production of the HELAA" and in paragraph 1.21 it directs the council to create a draft 
report for stakeholders to review individual sites prior to finalising the HELAA and that involvement of stakeholders is 
"vital in ensuring the assessment process is realistic and informed'
3) PPG paragraph 008, ref ID 3-008-20140306 states that both town and parish councils "should be involved from the 
earliest stages of plan preparation"
4) NPPF paragraph 158 states that "...planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-
date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area"

Transport sustainability
In HELAA v3, the third reason given for MMO006 being rejected as unsuitable for development was that "...there is no 
suitable access to the land" In HELAA v4, this was amended to "A satisfactory vehicular access, parking, cycle and 
walking
movement strategy needs to be proposed in a transport assessment and transport statement agreed by the Council"
The two statements could both, arguably, be said to be in line with NPPF paragraph 34 which states that "Plans and 
decisions should ensure developments that generate significant movement are located. where the need to travel will be 
minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised"

However, MM101 withdraws the need for a sustainable transport strategy backed up with a transport assessment, 
overriding these two vital safeguards by simply specifying that "A new means of access to Foscote Road and Walnut 
Drive...must be agreed by the Council, setting out necessary highways improvements"
MM101 is therefore in direct breach of NPPF paragraph 34 as quoted above

Summary: MM101 supports the allocation of site MMO006 in VALP, rendering it neither sound nor legally compliant. The basis for 
the inclusion of MMO006 after it was deemed not suitable in draft HELAA seems to be the fact that a developer took an 
option on the land and came forward with plans to develop it. AVDC then retracted earlier concerns, disregarding 
evidence and ignoring statutory guidelines and procedures. No new evidence was provided in support of the decision 
and key stakeholders not consulted. My full representation details specific instances where breaches have
occurred, quoting the relevant texts from the regulations.

Respondent: Mr Simon Mallett [32784] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Change to Plan 1. Reject the main modification MM101
2. Remove site MMO006 from the VALP

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The VALP  Sustainability Appraisal Technical Annex and VALP (4152) upwards 4 147) sets out drawbacks to the 
allocation of site MMO006 citing concerns around surrounding development and questioning the validity of increase 
growth in the village. Pollution are due to extra demands thus would make on BUCKS Wastewater Treatment Works. 
The annex is in direct contradiction to VALP para 4.152 (now 4.147). That site MMO006 is the most sustainable site in 
Maids Moreton, suggesting rather that it is the least sustainable site and showing that the allocation of site MMO006 is 
as odds with the NPPF PARA 151 and 165 and also rendering para 4.152 (now 4,147 and VALP as being factually 
incorrect.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP since it was been shown that the VALP para 4.152 (now 4.147) is 
not legally correct.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The VALP  Sustainability Appraisal Technical Annex and VALP (4152) upwards 4 147) sets out drawbacks to the 
allocation of site MMO006 citing concerns around surrounding development and questioning the validity of increase 
growth in the village.

Respondent: Mrs  Maria  Saunders  [32788] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in the Housing &
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) v4 does not appear to be based on any evidence and is therefore 
contrary to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) para 4.120 (now para 4.1 on page 66). Reliance on this source of 
evidence for the allocation of the site would be in breach of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
paras 158 and 182 (Pages 38 & 43 respectively). I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot & 
no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.
* My belief is that the change of the designation of this site from 'unsuitable' to 'suitable' was made without any 
supporting evidence. It is clear that there was neither public consultation nor consultation with Maids Moreton Parish 
Council, Foscote Parish Meeting or Buckingham Town Council over the change of designation despite the fact that the 
consultation on HELAA v3 had shown overwhelming support for the site being designated as unsuitable for 
development. The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted 
on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and not the designation of the site as suitable for development in 
the HELAA. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach 
of NPPF para 155, the Central Buckinghamshire HELAA allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and not the 
designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA 
as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, the Central Buckinghamshire HELAA 
Methodology (May 2015) paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the Planning Practice Guidelines (PPG) para 3-008. It also falls foul 
of HELAA v4 appendix 2.
 I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

* The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. In particular, the designation of the
site in HELAA v4 does not adequately follow the Central Buckinghamshire HELAA
Methodology (May 2015) paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of the PPG para 3-019.
Therefore this whole allocation is not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this.
* The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy Page 16 para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key 
criteria when in fact it only has 4.
Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy Page 19 para
5.18. on Page 19. The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is 
not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to 
identify of allocations has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton. A further 
allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 
182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village. For a 'small' 
village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The allocation in MM283 of 
12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the modifications in MM 101 - increasing the 
size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy 
renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

* I understand that there has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were 
informed that site MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP.
They were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position with regard to the allocation of this site prior to the 
hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session
would be held. In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including
Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council and Foscote Parish Meeting - to the Inspector dated 25th 
March 2019, it was asserted that site MMO006 had been erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. It 
is only through information subsequently disclosed via a series of Freedom of Information Requests that the unfairness 
has become apparent. The allocation still has not been adequately and openly scrutinized and remains procedurally 
unfair. The Council has not set out its position in writing and now will not set out its position in writing until it is too late 
for objectors to respond to it. On this basis, I do not agree with the modifications but neither is the allocation itself 
sound or legally
compliant.
* This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development. 
The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the least sustainable site in 
Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165, and renders para 
4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.
* Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is 
contrary to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he 
says makes the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound 
and not legally compliant.
* Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 
112, and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 

Respondent: Mrs  Georgina Christopher [32766] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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makes the VALP unsound.
* The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to 
NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132. The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The HELAA has been carried out improperly and aspects of guidance and requirements of NPPF and PPG have been 
ignored. The District Council's own Settlement Hierarchy has also not been followed.

I do not agree with the proposed modifications (increasing the size of the plot & no longer limiting the number of houses 
to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in the Housing &
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) v4 does not appear to be based on any evidence and is therefore 
contrary to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) para 4.120 (now para 4.1 on page 66). Reliance on this source of 
evidence for the allocation of the site would be in breach of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
paras 158 and 182 (Pages 38 & 43 respectively). I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot & 
no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.
* In my letter to The Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) dated 8th May 2019 I asked in
particular who had decided, and on what grounds, to change the assessment of site
MMO006 shown on page 219 of HELAA v3 to that shown on page 234 of HELAA v4. In the absence of a reply to that 
that question I conclude that the change of the designation of this site from 'unsuitable' to 'suitable' was made without 
any supporting evidence. It is clear that there was neither public consultation nor consultation with Maids Moreton 
Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting or Buckingham Town Council over the change of designation despite the fact 
that the consultation on HELAA v3 had shown overwhelming support for the site being designated as unsuitable for 
development. The only consultation
thereafter was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted on the
allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and not the designation of the site as suitable
for development in the HELAA. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a
source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, the Central
Buckinghamshire HELAA Methodology (May 2015) paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the Planning
Practice Guidelines (PPG) para 3-008. It also falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not
agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the
number of houses to 170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.
* The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. In particular, the designation of the
site in HELAA v4 does not adequately follow the Central Buckinghamshire HELAA
Methodology (May 2015) paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of the PPG para 3-019.
Therefore this whole allocation is not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to
exacerbate this.
* The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been
incorrectly categorized as a 'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement
Hierarchy Page 16 para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4.
Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy Page 19 para
5.18. on Page 19. The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not
legally compliant, and it is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim
Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify of allocations has received
widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton. A further
allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of
dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for 
a medium village. For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the 
settlement. The allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the 
modifications in
MM 101 - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 -
and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire allocation of site MMO006
unsound and not legally compliant.
* I understand that there has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby
regulation 19 objectors were informed that site MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP.
They were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position with regard to the allocation
of this site prior to the hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session
would be held. In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including
Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council and Foscote Parish Meeting-to
the Inspector dated 25th March 2019, it was asserted that site MMO006 had been
erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. It is only through information
subsequently disclosed via a series of Freedom of Information Requests that the unfairness
has become apparent. The allocation still has not been adequately and openly scrutinized
and remains procedurally unfair. The Council has not set out its position in writing and now
will not set out its position in writing until it is too late for objectors to respond to it. On this
basis, I do not agree with the modifications but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.
* This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development. The Technical Annex. to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being 
the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151. 
and 165, and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.
* Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation
of site MMO006 is contrary to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the
Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes the VALP unsound. I do not agree
with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of
houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is
unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Mr Robert Christopher [32985] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3087 - 32985 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3087 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

* Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which
breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para
9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site
allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore factually incorrect if site 
MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP makes the VALP unsound.
* The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage  buildings so is contrary 
to N PPF paras 17, 129 and 132. The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The HELAA has been carried out improperly and aspects of guidance and requirements of NPPF and PPG have been 
ignored. The District Council's own Settlement Hierarchy has also not been followed.
I do not agree with the proposed modifications (increasing the size of the plot & no longer limiting the number of houses 
to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3089 - 29297 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3089 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Village facilities are not as assumed in the planning application or the HEELA submission.  HELAA v4, which deemed 
site MMO006 as 'suitable' for 170 houses, was used as supporting evidence for the allocation of site MMO006 in the 
Submission VALP and this change from v3 is not evidence based, and calls into question the general soundness of the 
approach to identifying the allocation. The late addition in the errata document of "at least" 170 houses is also not 
evidenced.

Change to Plan Omit allocation

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Village facilities are not as assumed in the planning application or the HEELA submission.  HELAA v4, which deemed 
site MMO006 as 'suitable' for 170 houses, was used as supporting evidence for the allocation of site MMO006 in the 
Submission VALP and this change from v3 is not evidence based, and calls into question the general soundness of the 
approach to identifying the allocation. The late addition in the errata document of "at least" 170 houses is also not 
evidenced.

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Mr Warren Whyte) [29297] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3095 - 32180 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3095 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on an evidence and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4. 120 (now para 4. 1 ). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the 
site would be in breach of NPPF para 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot 
and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.
There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council, or 
Foscote Parish Meeting. The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
'unsuitable' for development.
The only consultation afterwards was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted on the 
allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and NOT the designation of the site as suitable for development in the 
HELAA.
Relying on the description of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 
155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also contradict
HELAA v4 appendix 2.
I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) 
but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.
The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequate/y 
follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21. and 2.15. It also falls short of PPG para 3-019 particularly towards access 
to/from the site. Therefore, the whole allocation is not legally compliant an
these modifications show this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly  categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined  in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5. 18 (I refer 
to ED228). The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small'
settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's 
Interim Findings that the Council's capacity led approach to identify allocations has received widespread support - this 
has not been the case in Maids Moreton.
A further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids 
Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a 'medium' village. 
For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The allocation 
in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement.

I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of 
houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy rendering the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound 
and not legally compliant.
There has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were informed that site 
MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP. They were not made aware that AVDC  had changed its position regarding 
the allocation of this site prior to the hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session would be held. 
In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish 
Council and Foscote Parish Meeting- to the Inspector dated 25th March 2019, it was asserted that site MMO006 had 
been erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. It is only through information subsequently disclosed 
via a series of Freedom of
Information Requests that the unfairness has become apparent. The allocation still has not been adequately and 
openly scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair. The Council has not set out its position in writing and now will not 
set out its position in writing until it is too late for objectors to respond to it. On this basis, I do not agree with the 
modifications, but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally
compliant.
This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 contradicts 
VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been a/located for 
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal
shows site MMO006 as being the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP 
therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165 and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.
Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. 

I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170 - but on the basis that it
is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.
Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA
v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and 
keeping site MMO006 in the VALP makes the VALP unsound. The allocation of this site does not give adequate 
consideration to the protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132. The a/location is 
also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Respondent: Louisa Macey [32180] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3095 - 32180 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3095 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Designation of site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on any evidence and is contrary to 
VALP and would be in breach of NPPF. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller' village but has been falsely asserted in the 
Settlement Hierarchy as 'medium' with 6 key criteria - but it only has 4.
I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170- but on the basis that it's in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3098 - 32179 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3098 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on an evidence and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4. 120 (now para 4. 1 ). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the 
site would be in breach of NPPF para 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot 
and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.
There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council, or 
Foscote Parish Meeting. The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
'unsuitable' for development.
The only consultation afterwards was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, which consulted on the 
allocation of the site in the Submission VALP and NOT the designation of the site as suitable for development in the 
HELAA.
Relying on the description of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 
155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also contradict
HELAA v4 appendix 2.
I do not agree with the modifications (increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170) 
but neither is the allocation itself sound nor legally compliant.
The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequate/y 
follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21. and 2.15. It also falls short of PPG para 3-019 particularly towards access 
to/from the site. Therefore, the whole allocation is not legally compliant an
these modifications show this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly  categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined  in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5. 18 (I refer 
to ED228). The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small'
settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's 
Interim Findings that the Council's capacity led approach to identify allocations has received widespread support - this 
has not been the case in Maids Moreton.
A further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids 
Moreton to 182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a 'medium' village. 
For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The allocation 
in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement.

I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of 
houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy rendering the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound 
and not legally compliant.
There has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were informed that site 
MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP. They were not made aware that AVDC  had changed its position regarding 
the allocation of this site prior to the hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session would be held. 
In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish 
Council and Foscote Parish Meeting- to the Inspector dated 25th March 2019, it was asserted that site MMO006 had 
been erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34. It is only through information subsequently disclosed 
via a series of Freedom of
Information Requests that the unfairness has become apparent. The allocation still has not been adequately and 
openly scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair. The Council has not set out its position in writing and now will not 
set out its position in writing until it is too late for objectors to respond to it. On this basis, I do not agree with the 
modifications, but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally
compliant.
This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 contradicts 
VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been a/located for 
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal
shows site MMO006 as being the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP 
therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 165 and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.
Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. 

I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170 - but on the basis that it
is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant.
Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound. The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage 
buildings so is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132. The a/location is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Respondent: Mrs Lydia Macey [32179] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3098 - 32179 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3098 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Designation of site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v4 is not based on any evidenceand is contrary to 
VALP and would be in breach of NPPF. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller' village but has been falsely asserted in the 
Settlement Hierarchy as 'medium' with 6 key criteria - but it only has 4.
I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170 - but on the basis that it's in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and
not legally compliant

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3103 - 31999 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3103 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of the MMO006 site as suitable for development in HELAA V4 is not based on any evidence that has 
been level or received with the FOIR's and I firmly believe that this site is indeed been designated contrary to the VALP 
para 4.120(new para 4.1). Therefore, to rely on this as a source of evidence for the allocation of this  site as suitable 
would I believe breach of NPPF Para 158/182. I am totally against the modification of the  Plan, actually increasing the 
size of the plot and no longer limiting the houses to 170. However, this now appears to be the minimal. This is in my 
view legally compliant or sound.

Change to Plan Re MMO006 Policy
This needs to be deleted from the VALP including to ensure the VALP is legally sound and complaint. New 
modifications should be removed. Everything should be removed.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I am totally against the modification of the  Plan, actually increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the 
houses to 170. However, this now appears to be the minimal. This is in my view legally compliant or sound.

Respondent: Mrs Lorraine Percival [31999] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3106 - 32798 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3106 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This final consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 contradicts 
VALP para 4.152 (now 4.147) which claims the most Sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for 
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the least 
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Therefore allocating this site MMO006 in the VALP breaches NPPF para 151 and 
165, and renders para. 4.152 ( now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect. 
The allocation of this site does not give adequate consideration to the problem of heritage buildings that are listed in  
the village  and contrary to NPPF para 17, 129 and 132. The allocation is also inconsistant with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan The Policy MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant. The 
New modifications should be removed.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Officer's summary)
This final consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 contradicts 
VALP para 4.152 (now 4.147) which claims the most Sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been allocated for 
development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the least 
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Therefore allocating this site MMO006 in the VALP breaches NPPF para 151 and 
165, and renders para. 4.152 ( now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

Respondent: Mr  Robert Percival  [32798] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3119 - 32807 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3119 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There is no evidence that the decision to include site MMO006 was found on legally complaint procedures and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1) in breach of NPPF para 158 & 182. It follows that I do not agree 
with the modifications to VALP MM 101 to increase the size of the plot of MMO006 and to no longer limit the number of 
houses to 170. The allocation of the site MMO006 is neither legally compliant or sound and in breach of NPPF para 
158 and 182.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to make the VALP sound, positively prepared, justified and 
consistent with national policy.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's Summary)
 It follows that I do not agree with the modifications to VALP MM 101 to increase the size of the plot of MMO006 and to 
no longer limit the number of houses to 170. The allocation of the site MMO006 is neither legally compliant or sound 
and in breach of NPPF para 158 and 182.

Respondent: Lady  Rima E. Scott [32807] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3122 - 32812 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3122 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: At least 170 houses' is not appropriate for the size of the village. The categorization of Maids Moreton as a 'medium' 
village is incorrect due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has six key 
criteria, when in fact it only has four.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement hierarchy para 
5.18 (I refer to ED228).  This makes the allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement unsound and not legally 
compliant.  It is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings.  With a further allocation of 
12 dwellings for Maids Moreton (MM283) the total number of dwellings is raised to 182.  VALP para 4.153 (now para 
4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village.  182 houses for a small village is hugely 
disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of 
the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170- and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the 
allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally complaint.

Change to Plan Given the above it is clear that there has been a clear breach in process and that guidelines and regulations have been 
obviously ignored. Therefore Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure that the VALP is 
sound and is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village. Maids Moreton 
does not meet all the criteria for a medium village and has been wrongly categorized due to a false assertion in the 
Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has six key criteria, when in fact it only has four, making it a 
'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228). This makes the allocation of site 
MMO006 in a 'small' settlement unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Mrs Gillian  Dandy [32812] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3124 - 30634 - MM101 - None

3124 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:
*No consideration for roads, traffic and Public Transport contrary to NPPF para 34, in line with the assertion in the 
Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes the VALP unsound. increasing the size of the plot beyond 
170, is unsound and not legally compliant.

*Maids Moreton is incorrectly categorized as a 'medium village' the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 
5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in 
the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228).

Change to Plan This current plan should be abandoned and relocated to another more suitable site on the Northwest side of the A413 
at the junction of Duck Lake, Bycell Road & Buckingham Road.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:
*This is a rural setting so breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51.  
Ref, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by 
HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore incorrect if site MMO006 remains an allocated site in the VALP, keeping site 
MMO006 in the VALP makes the VALP unsound.

Respondent: Mr Richard Wharton [30634] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3128 - 32815 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3128 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There has not been adequate consideration given to highways and public transport and therefore site MMO006 is 
contrary to NPPF para 34 and is also in line with the assertion in the inspector's interim findings para 36 which he says 
makes the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications which no longer limit the number of houses to 170. 
This is in breach of the NPPF making the entire allocation unsound and not legally compliant.

Change to Plan I do not believe the main modifications for site MMO006 are legally sound or compliant. I would like to see the site 
MMO006 removed fro the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
 I do not agree with the modifications which no longer limit the number of houses to 170. This is in breach of the NPPF 
making the entire allocation unsound and not legally compliant.

Respondent: Miss Sian  Brown [32815] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3130 - 32818 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3130 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The entire allocation of site MMO006 is unsound and not legally compliant due to the modification in MM101, 
increasing the plot and inserting the words at least 170 houses, notwithstanding the inaccuracy in the Settlement  
Hierarchy. A false assertion in CD/MIS003 gives Maids Moreton 6 Key criteria-in fact it only has 4 (refer ED 228), 
leading Maids Moreton to be incorrectly categorised as a medium village in he SH. Furthermore, in MM283 as 
allocation of 12 more houses (quite adequate for a small village) increases the total to at least 182, a highly 
disproportionate number for small village.

Change to Plan In order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant site MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The entire allocation of site MMO006 is unsound and not legally compliant due to the modification in MM101, 
increasing the plot and inserting the words at least 170 houses, notwithstanding the inaccuracy in the Settlement  

Respondent: Mr David Goodger [32818] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3132 - 30662 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3132 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to National Planning Policy Framework para 34. Inadequate consideration 
has been given to the highways and also to public transport - furthermore it is contrary to the Inspector's Interim 
Findings paras 35 - 37. The entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant due to the fact it is in breach of the 
National Planning Policy Framework - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170. Therefore,  I do not agree with the modification in MM101.

Change to Plan Please remove site MMO006 from the VALP.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The allocation of site MMO006 is contrary to National Planning Policy Framework para 34. Inadequate consideration 
has been given to the highways and also to public transport - furthermore it is contrary to the Inspector's Interim 
Findings paras 35 - 37. The entire allocation is unsound and not legally compliant due to the fact it is in breach of the 
National Planning Policy Framework - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 
170. Therefore,  I do not agree with the modification in MM101.

Respondent: Mr & Mrs David & Sheila Goodger [30662] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3133 - 32820 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3133 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised as a medium village in accordance with the settlement hierarchy para 
5.16. This is incorrect as Maids Moreton does not satisfy the requisite number of key criteria. This miscategorisation 
means that the modification to "at least 170 houses" is hugely disproportionate for its size. Not only will this wreck the 
old village feel but the road infrastructure is completely inadequate for what would be a massive increase in the volume 
of traffic. In fact the categorisation of Maids Moreton as a medium sized village renders all subsequent planning policy 
decisions as incorrect and invalid.

Change to Plan The modification needs to be corrected so that Maids Moreton is classified as a small village incapable of sustaining 
this size of development.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised as a medium village in accordance with the settlement hierarchy para 
5.16. This is incorrect as Maids Moreton does not satisfy the requisite number of key criteria. This miscategorisation 
means that the modification to "at least 170 houses" is hugely disproportionate for its size.Not only will this wreck the 
old village feel but the road infrastructure is completely inadequate for what would be a massive increase in the volume 
of traffic. In fact the categorisation of Maids Moreton as a medium sized village renders all subsequent planning policy 
decisions as incorrect and invalid.

Respondent: Mrs Marie Gurney [32820] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3142 - 32823 - MM101 - i, ii

3142 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Aylesbury Vale have not been transparent or legally complaint in consulting local residents. There was no public 
consultation on the amendment in HELAA V4. No consultation with the Parish Council or Foscote or Buckingham. If 
this site is increased so does the numbers of houses, and  2/3 cats per home. We can not cope with the traffic now. I 
have it listed that is Conservation area, inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting. This application 
still has not been adequately and openly scrutinised. It is unfair the way this has been done.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: (Officer's summary)
If this site is increased so does the numbers of houses, and  2/3 cars per home. We can not cope with the traffic now. I 
have it listed that is Conservation area, inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting.

Respondent: Mrs Lynne Dawson [32823] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3144 - 32655 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3144 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of site MM0006 as suitable for development is not based on any evidence. There were 450 objectors 
to the initial planning application16/0051/AOP and this current amendment to add an indeterminate number of houses, 
"at least 170", along with a vague reference to density, to the already grossly excessive number adds insult to injury.  
The clandestine way the amendment from HELAA v3 to HELAA v4 re-designated this site from unsuitable for 
development to suitable for development and subsequently limiting public discussion to the Submission VALP, not on 
the designation of the site for development, is in breach of NPPF
para 155, HELAA methodology para 1.20 and 1.21 and PPG paragraph 3-008.
Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village as it only has 4 of the 6 key criteria required for a 
medium village and should be classified as a smaller village (ref Settlement Hierarchy 5.16 & 5.18). HELAA v4 has not 
allocated any developments to smaller villages. 
Of the 18 villages classed as medium villages in HELAA v4 the remaining 17 villages have 95 houses allocated in 5 
locations whereas the new allocation in Maids Moreton is now proposed to be in excess of the original 170 houses. The 
assertion in paragraph 41 of the inspectors interim report that the councils capacity led approach has received 
widespread support is not the case. in Maids Moreton re 450 objections to the proposal. HELAAv4 does not adequately 
follow Central Buckinghamshire HELAA methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 and 2.15 where there has been minimal 
involvement of the local community and the initial
disproportionate allocation and the modifications to further increase it in size cannot be sound or legally compliant.

The inspectors interim findings para 38 refers to the policies relating to villages and para 4.154 refers to medium 
villages which singles out Maids Moreton and Newton Longville, the inspector
refers to inconsistencies and I would suggest that a major inconsistency is allocating 60% of the total allocations for 
"medium" villages to one small village.
Statement 4.152 in the proposed VALP compares Maids Moreton( pop 840) with another "medium village" Newton 
Longville (pop 1800) which has an allocation of 17 houses. Newton Longville has good access to dual carriageway 
roads with good connecting roads and is close to Bletchley main line station.
In comparison to Maids Moreton where the development site is to be situated on fields north of Maids Moreton and can 
only be accessed via an unclassified country road or via a small estate road both routes to the site are through the 
village conservation area.
A statement from 16/00151 /AOP David Wilson Homes (where quality counts) Design and Access statement 22nd Jan 
2016 page 3 Site context " The village has good connectivity lying a mile north of Buckingham Station with good links to 
Banbury and London. THERE IS NO BUCKINGHAM
STATION!!! and no connectivity.
Amenities in Maids Moreton are limited to a pub, playing fields with a children's play area and an oversubscribed infants 
school; access to shops, supermarkets and senior schools will require a journey of one to two miles through the already 
congested town centre in Buckingham.
The final consultation includes a technical annex pages 76 - 81 the sustainability appraisal of development sites in 
Maids Moreton author AECOM which throughout shows MM0006 being theleast sustainable site. However the annex 
states that the council supports MM0006 because it
delivers a childrens play area - one of the few amenities we already have in Maids Moreton!
The site is also remote from the areas of main employment namely Milton Keynes and Aylesbury.
Paragraph 37 of the inspectors findings refers to paragraph 34 of NPPF which advises that sites
which generate significant movement should be located to minimise travel. There is a further
recommendation that this balance should be redressed by "increasing allocations in close proximity
to Milton Keynes".
The site MMO006 at Maids Moreton fails to meet these key requirements whereas Newton
Longville meets most criteria.
The Maids Moreton site also fails to meet most of the criteria of section 2.2.1 the VALP Objectives
of the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP published in Oct 2019. In particular the requirement for
development to be distributed across Aylesbury Vale taking a capacity led approach, and to protect
and enhance the districts towns, local centres and villages. This clause also gives a commitment to
limiting development on prime agricultural land.
With the above in mind I strongly object to the modification in M101 and to the original allocation of
170 houses which is out of all proportion to the size of the village and would increase the
population by over 50%. Bearing in mind the impact this site will have on the village it has been
manoeuvred through the planning process with minimal discussion and circumvents most of the
safeguards established to prevent speculative development.
This site has been selected for a purely commercial motives. It is situated on prime farmland with
an elevated position overlooking open countryside, a nature reserve and reservoir away from major
highways. The development will command premium prices for the units but the cost will be paid by
the village by the increase in traffic through the conservation area brought about by the large increase in population. In 
addition the the destruction of the local habitat in the construction period and the need to supply services to the large 
volume of housing in an area beyond the boundary of the village makes this site one of the least ecologically 
sustainable sites in the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local plan and should be removed from VALP submission 
document.

Summary: I strongly object to the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development and to amendment MM101 to add an 
indeterminate number of houses "at least 170" to the site. Maids Moreton fails to meet most of the criteria required for a 

Respondent: Mr Keith Dawson [32655] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3144 - 32655 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3144 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan That Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

greenfield site1 .Development increases the village population by 50% 2.Does not meet significant sustainability criteria 
3.Access to the site is via unclassified roads through a conservation area. 4.170+ houses out of 286 allocated to 18 
villages are proposed for Maids Moreton. 5 Proposals fail to meet a number of
the inspectors interim findings. 6.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3148 - 32124 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3148 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, 
and also falls short of PPG para 3-019.  The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  This whole allocation 
is therefore not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this.

Inadequate consideration is given to the protection of heritage buildings, contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132 and 
the allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, 
and also falls short of PPG para 3-019.  The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  This whole allocation 
is therefore not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this.

Inadequate consideration is given to the protection of heritage buildings, contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132 and 
the allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Respondent: Miss Eleanor Bailey [32124] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3154 - 32830 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3154 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This representation is made on behalf of Maids Moreton Coservation Group, a community group representing villagers. 
Site MMO006 is modified to state 'at least' 170 houses however, we are not, as stated, a medium village and should be 
classed as a small village. There is a false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy  para 5.16 that we have 6 key criteria 
when infact it only has 4. Referring to ED228 we should be classed as a smaller village as defined by the Settement 
Hierarchy para 5.18. For instance our school is only a half junior school.
 The allocation of site MMO006 in a small settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in line with the 
assertion in para 41 of the Inspectors Interim Findings in that the Council's  capacity-led approach to identify allocations 
has found wide spread support. This is not the case in this Smaller Village.
MM263 is an allocation of 12 dwellings in this smaller village which raises the total number of proposed  dwellings in 
Maids Moreton to 182. Valp para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium 
village. For a small village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. The 
allocation of the 12 houses in MM238 alone is adequate for a small settlement.
Further the Maids Moreton Conservation group does not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of 
the plot in MMO006 and no longer limiting the number of dwellings to 170.
We feel that the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierachy renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not 
legally compliant.
 In addition the allocation of this site does not give sufficient consideration to the protection of heritage buildings and so 
is contracy to NPPF paras 17, 129 ans 132. The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Change to Plan We think MMO006 needs to be removed from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Unsound and not legally compliant due to assertion in settlement hierarchy that Maids Moreton is a medium village 
when it isn't. and the allocation of 182 houses at least is disproportionate. Inadequate consideration to the protection of 
Heritage buildings inconsistent with MPPF para 141.

Respondent:  Maids Moreton Conservation  (Miss Stevie 

Lishman) [32830]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3157 - 32832 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3157 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton has been wrongly identified as a "medium village" due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy 
para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a "smaller village" as 
defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228) To call the site MMO006 "small" is not acceptable and 
it is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the inspector's Interim Findings. To find out another 12 houses has been 
made in MM283 which makes the total number 182 VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) shows that 170 houses is too 
many even for a medium village. For a village the size of Maids Moreton 182 dwellings is excessive.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Maids Moreton has been wrongly identified as a "medium village" due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy 
para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a "smaller village" as 
defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228) To call the site MMO006 "small" is not acceptable and 
it is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the inspector's Interim Findings. To find out another 12 houses has been 
made in MM283 which makes the total number 182 VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) shows that 170 houses is too 
many even for a medium village. For a village the size of Maids Moreton 182 dwellings is excessive.

Respondent: Mrs Deborah Hamilton [32832] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3158 - 32832 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3158 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton has been wrongly identified as a "medium village" due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy 
para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a "smaller village" as 
defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228) To call the site MMO006 "small" is not acceptable and 
it is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the inspector's Interim Findings. To find out another 12 houses has been 
made in MM283 which makes the total number 182 VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) shows that 170 houses is too 
many even for a medium village. For a village the size of Maids Moreton 182 dwellings is excessive.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: To find out another 12 houses has been made in MM283 which makes the total number 182 VALP para 4.153 (now 
para 4.148) shows that 170 houses is too many even for a medium village. For a village the size of Maids Moreton 182 
dwellings is excessive.

Respondent: Mrs Deborah Hamilton [32832] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3167 - 30371 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3167 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I have to ask myself whether AVDC can be seen as pulling the modification together in the hope hope as an original 
objectors that no further written comments would be forthcoming as many points in the VALP have been contradicted -
Thus due to incompetent or as an act by not following due procedure. An example being the fact that the site MMO006 
was originally deleted from the VALP as it breached the NPPF para 17 and 112 then between HELAA v 3 (2016 and 
HELAA V 4 (2017). The reasons have been put aside and MMO006 is suddenly viable without any further consultation 
on the modification to any parties. As such this has also make para.9.51 within the VALP as factually incorrect if 
MMO006 remains in the VALP and therefore VALP is unsound. 

Justification in the increase of the size of the plot and no longer limiting  the number of houses contravenes para 34 of 
NPPF and para 36 of the inspectors own interim findings on/in that it makes the VALP unsound.The modifications 
overlook the advice  in the NPPF para 129 with particular reference to the houses on Main Street.

Change to Plan MMO006 should not have been in the VALP a a suitable site.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: There are many inconsistencies and site MMO006 highlights that AVDC not followed the procedure between HELAA V 
3 ( 2016) and HELAA v4 (2017) and as such an objector, I strangely felt that VALP modifications are unsound and 
unjust.

Respondent: Diana Owen [30371] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3173 - 32609 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3173 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There is no evidence that the designation of the Site, reference: MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of 
Foscote Road is suitable for development, as recorded in the Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA) v4 that informed the writing of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).  This is at variance with Paragraph 
4.120 (currently Paragraph 4.1), and reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site would be in breach 
of the NPPF, Paragraphs 158 and 182. It is disturbing to see the modification has increased the size of the plot which 
now no longer limits the number of houses to 170, and I very strongly disagree with this. The allocation of the site is not 
sound nor legally compliant. 

With reference to the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated the site as suitable for development, there was no 
public consultation, nor consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish, nor Buckingham Town 
Council. It is noted that the consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
unsuitable for development. As far as is known, the only subsequent consultation was the public consultation on the 
Submission VALP which consulted on the allocation of the site, not the designation of the site, as suitable for 
development. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence is therefore in breach of 
NPPF, Paragraph 155, and the PPG, Paragraph 3-008. I am reliably informed that this also falls foul of HELAA v4, 
Appendix 2. As above, I very strongly disagree with the modifications which increased the size of the plot so that it no 
longer limits the number of houses to 170, and again the allocation of the site is not sound nor legally compliant.

Change to Plan I have no revised wording to put forward. In order to ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant, Site 
reference: MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road must be deleted.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The above is based on the incorrect categorization of Maids Moreton as a "medium village" in that the Settlement 
Hierarchy Paragraph 5.18 states that the village has 6 key criteria, whereas in reality it only has 4, and should therefore 
be categorized as a small village. Taking into consideration another development of 12 houses as outlined in MM283, 
this increased the development of Maids Moreton to 182 houses at least, which is incredibly excessive (the VALP 
states that the parish has a population of 847, and that there have already been numerous housing developments in 
recent times).

Respondent: Ms Mandy Moorhead [32609] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3175 - 32850 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3175 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I do not agree with the modification on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF making the allocation unsound and not 
legally compliant.
Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound.  
The Inspector himself stated that "It is hard to escape the conclusion expressed by several representations that the 
spatial strategy in the north of the district would lead to increased lengths of commuting flows to and from Milton 
Keynes".

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP in  order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant. Thank 
you.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I do not agree with the modification on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF making the allocation unsound and not 
legally compliant.
Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound.

Respondent: Mr Brian King [32850] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3176 - 32609 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3176 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There is no evidence that the designation of the Site, reference: MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of 
Foscote Road is suitable for development, as recorded in the Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA) v4 that informed the writing of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).  This is at variance with Paragraph 
4.120 (currently Paragraph 4.1), and reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site would be in breach 
of the NPPF, Paragraphs 158 and 182. It is disturbing to see the modification has increased the size of the plot which 
now no longer limits the number of houses to 170, and I very strongly disagree with this. The allocation of the site is not 
sound nor legally compliant. 

With reference to the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated the site as suitable for development, there was no 
public consultation, nor consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish, nor Buckingham Town 
Council. It is noted that the consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated as 
unsuitable for development. As far as is known, the only subsequent consultation was the public consultation on the 
Submission VALP which consulted on the allocation of the site, not the designation of the site, as suitable for 
development. Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence is therefore in breach of 
NPPF, Paragraph 155, and the PPG, Paragraph 3-008. I am reliably informed that this also falls foul of HELAA v4, 
Appendix 2. As above, I very strongly disagree with the modifications which increased the size of the plot so that it no 
longer limits the number of houses to 170, and again the allocation of the site is not sound nor legally compliant.

Change to Plan I have no revised wording to put forward. In order to ensure that the VALP is sound and legally compliant, Site 
reference: MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road must be deleted.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary:

The above is based on the incorrect categorization of Maids Moreton as a "medium village" in that the Settlement 
Hierarchy Paragraph 5.18 states that the village has 6 key criteria, whereas in reality it only has 4, and should therefore 
be categorized as a small village. Taking into consideration another development of 12 houses as outlined in MM283, 
this increased the development of Maids Moreton to 182 houses at least, which is incredibly excessive (the VALP 
states that the parish has a population of 847, and that there have already been numerous housing developments in 
recent times).

Respondent: Ms Mandy Moorhead [32609] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3185 - 32860 - MM101 - None

3185 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: *No consideration for roads, traffic and Public Transport contrary to NPPF para 34, in line with the assertion in the 
Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes the VALP unsound. increasing the size of the plot no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170, is unsound and not legally compliant.

*Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 'medium village' the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy 
para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as 
defined in the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228).  

Change to Plan This current plan should be abandoned and relocated to another more suitable site on the Northwest side of the A413 
at the junction of Duck Lake, Bycell Road & Buckingham Road.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: * The allocation and development of this site does not give consideration to the protection of heritage buildings or 
Village environment contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 and 132.  This is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

Respondent: Miss Deborah  Read [32860] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3186 - 32861 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3186 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I do not believe the Local Plan to be sound or legally compliant for the following reasons: 
HELAA v4 - which designates site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development - is not based on any evidence and is both 
contrary to VALP para 4.1 and in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182.  
HELAA v3 had already received huge support in designating the site as 'unsuitable' for development: however, HELAA 
v4 simply bypasses this, nor did it offer any public or Council level (Maids Moreton Parish or Buckingham Town) 
consultation with regard to the modifications made. 
I strongly disagree with the modifications to increase the size of the plot and to remove the limitation of the number of 
houses to 170.  Categorising Maids Moreton as a 'medium' village in order to justify the modification of 'at least' 170 is 
incorrect - Maids Moreton is in fact a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 - meaning the 
allocation of site MMO006 is both unsound and not legally compliant and it is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of 
the Inspectors Interim Findings suggesting there is widespread support for a capacity led approach in identifying 
allocations - this is not the case in Maids Moreton.  Combined with MM283, where an allocation of a further 12 houses 
has been made, this leaves a total allocation of 182 for Maids Moreton which is hugely disproportionate to the size of 
the existing 'small' village. 
I would also like noted that there has been a huge lack of transparency and fairness to Regulation 19 Objectors during 
the Examination Stage with erroneous and untimely communication regarding AVDC's change of position with regard to 
the ongoing inclusion of site MMO006. 
I firmly believe these factors show the allocation is not sound or legally compliant.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The inclusion of HELAA v4 in the VALP is not sound or legally compliant; it lacks evidence and is in breach of NPPF 
paras158 and 182; the modifications made bypassed previous points and offered no public/Council consultation.  As 
Maids Moreton is a 'small' village as per Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18, categorising it as a 'medium' village in order to 
justify the modification of 'at least' 170 houses is incorrect - meaning the allocation of site MMO006 is unsound and not 
legally compliant. Combined with MM283, the allocation for Maids Moreton is hugely disproportionate to the size of a 
'small' village.

Respondent: Mrs Melanie Bateman [32861] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3187 - 32862 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3187 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: This consultation has included the words 'at least' 170 houses. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that this is 
an excessive amount of house for a medium village. I believe that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as 
'medium' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 criteria when in fact 
it has only 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 which means the 
allocation of site MMO006 in it is unsound and not legally compliant and that it is not in line with the assertion in para41 
on the Inspector's Interim Findings which indicates support. Not true. Furthermore the allocation of 12 further dwellings 
(MM283) would bring the total to 182 so the 'excessive' amount mentioned above has even more relevance. Therefore 
the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy makes the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally 
compliant

Change to Plan The Policy MMO006 needs to be removed from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The village of Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised as a 'medium' village when it fulfils the criteria for a 
'small' village only - and hence the allocation of 'at least 170' in MMO006 together with the 12 in MM283 is unsound and 
not legally compliant.

Respondent: Mrs Fiona Hancock [32862] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3188 - 32864 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3188 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: -There was no public consultation with Maids Moreton residents on the amendment in HELAA V4 with the Parish 
Council, Buckingham Town Council or Foscote Parish Meeting that the site was unsuitable. 
-The designation of the site MMO008 as suitable for at least 170 houses is ambiguous and open for the number to 
increase.
-It is a false assessment that Maids Moreton is a medium size village. According to the Settlement Hierarchy 
para.5.18(ED 228) it should be classified as a small village.
-The allocation of the site does not give adequate consideration of the protection of heritage buildings as is contrary to 
NPPF 129 and 132.

Change to Plan In particular the phrase as suitable for at least 170 houses, should revised to the exact
proposed numbers of houses.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para.
There has also been inadequate consultation concerning transport, highways and parking to support Moreton 
residences on the edge of the village.

Respondent: Village Resident (Miss Diane Wren) [32864] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3189 - 32865 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3189 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council or 
Foscote Parish Meeting.  The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated 
as 'unsuitable' for development.  The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, 
which consulted on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for 
development in the HELAA.  Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would 
therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008.  It also 
falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not agree with the modifications, increasing the size of the plot and no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170. But worse, neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  In particular, the designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3-019.  Therefore this 
whole allocation is not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228).  The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in 
line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify 
of allocations has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.  A further 
allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 
182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village. For a 'small' 
village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  The allocation in MM283 of 
12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement.  I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the 
size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy 
renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant. The current population of Maids 
Moreton is approx. 900, at least 170 houses would add a population estimated at 500, assuming 3 people per house, 
Increasing the village population by more than 50% this is wholely disproportionate. 

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51.  In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: MMO006 has been included in the VALP on a legally unsound basis due to lack of consultation, through erroneous 
identification of the settlement hierarchy of Maids Moreton and with inadequate consideration of the rural setting of the 
site. It should be removed from the VALP

Respondent: Dr Claire Simpson [32865] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3202 - 32038 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3202 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierachy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it 
only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (I refer to ED228), it 
has therefore been incorrectly categorized as a 'medium village'.

The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' village is unsound, not legally compliant and is not in line with the assertion 
in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify of allocations has 
received widespread support because in Maids Moreton this has not been the case.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  A further allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in 
MM283, raising the total to 182.  VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 house is excessive for a 
medium village.  182 houses is massively disproportionate to the size of the settlement for a 'small' village - the 
allocation of 12 houses in MM283 alone is adequate.  I do not agree with the modification in MM101 (the increase in 
plot size and no longer limiting to 170 houses).  The entire allocation of site MMO006 is rendered unsound and not 
legally compliant by the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: False assertion in the Settlement Hierachy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has 4.  
Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18 (ED228).

The allocation of site MMO006 is not in line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings.

VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village.  Further 
allocation of 12 dwellings made in MM283 brings total in Maids Moreton to 182.

Respondent: Miss Anita Matthews [32038] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3216 - 32877 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3216 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The consultation on HELAA v3 stated that the site as unsuitable for development. There was no public consultation on 
the amendment in HELAA v4 which considered that that this site was suitable for development. As a result the only 
consultation that I was aware of was the public consultation on the Submission VALP which advised on the allocation of 
the site and not the designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA.

Reliance on the HELAA as evidence for designation of the site is in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology 
paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It is also in contravention of HELAA v4 appendix 2.

I disagree with the modifications increasing the size of the plot and which no longer limit the number of houses to 170. 
In my opinion the allocation is unsound.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: I disagree with the modifications increasing the size of the plot and which no longer limit the number of houses to 170. 
In my opinion the allocation is unsound.

Respondent: Mrs Lesley Moffat [32877] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3218 - 32063 - MM101 - i, ii, iv

3218 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Maids Moreton has been incorrectly designated as a 'medium' village with it only having 4 key criteria and not the 6. 
Maids Moreton is actually defined as a 'smaller village' as defined by Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18. An allocation of 
over 182 houses is totally disproportionate for a village the size of Maids Moreton VALP para 4.153 or 4.148.

Further in adequate consideration has been given to the impact on roads and traffic given the small roads, lack of 
pavements and I believe this is contrary to NPPF para 34 which is also in line with the Inspector's Interim Finding para 
36.

Change to Plan Maids Moreton's designation as a medium village must be reviewed as it does not have the facilities or infrastructure or 
transport requirements for the significant increased housing the 'medium' classification results in.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: Maids Moreton has been incorrectly designated as a 'medium' village with it only having 4 key criteria and not the 6. 
Maids Moreton is actually defined as a 'smaller village' as defined by Settlement Hierarchy para 5.18. An allocation of 
over 182 houses is totally disproportionate for a village the size of Maids Moreton VALP para 4.153 or 4.148.

Further in adequate consideration has been given to the impact on roads and traffic given the small roads, lack of 
pavements and I believe this is contrary to NPPF para 34 which is also in line with the Inspector's Interim Finding para 
36.

Respondent: Mr Tim Powell [32063] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3224 - 31979 - MM101 - i, iv

3224 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: * HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  In particular, the designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3-019.  Therefore this 
whole allocation is not legally compliant..

* The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228).  The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in 
line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify 
allocations has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.  A further allocation 
of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182. VALP 
para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village. For a 'small' village the 
allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  The allocation in MM283 of 12 houses 
alone is adequate for a small settlement.  I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of the 
plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the 
entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

* Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is 
contrary to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he 
says makes the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound 
and not legally compliant.

Change to Plan * Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 'medium 
village'. For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement. 
Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound.

Respondent: Mrs Carolyn Roberts [31979] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3227 - 32847 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3227 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, and neither was there any consultation with Maids Moreton Parish Council, Buckingham Town Council or 
Foscote Parish Meeting.  The consultation on HELAA v3 showed overwhelming support for the site being designated 
as 'unsuitable' for development.  The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the Submission VALP, 
which consulted on the allocation of the site in the Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for 
development in the HELAA.  Relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would 
therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008.  It also 
falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2. I do not agree with the modifications, increasing the size of the plot and no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170. But worse, neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out.  In particular, the designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3-019.  Therefore this 
whole allocation is not legally compliant, and these modifications serve to exacerbate this.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses.  Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4.  Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined in the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228).  The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in 
line with the assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity-led approach to identify 
of allocations has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton.  A further 
allocation of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 
182. VALP para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village. For a 'small' 
village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  The allocation in MM283 of 
12 houses alone is adequate for a small settlement.  I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the 
size of the plot and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy 
renders the entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant. The current population of Maids 
Moreton is approx. 900, at least 170 houses would add a population estimated at 500, assuming 3 people per house, 
Increasing the village population by more than 50% this is wholely disproportionate. 

Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 112, 
and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51.  In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound.

There has been unfairness during the Examination Stage whereby regulation 19 objectors were informed that site 
MMO006 would be deleted from the VALP.  They were not made aware that AVDC had changed its position with 
regard to the allocation of this site prior to the hearing session so were not made aware that the hearing session would 
be held.  In a covering email to a joint letter from various objectors - including Buckingham Town Council, Maids 
Moreton Parish Council and Foscote Parish Meeting - to the Inspector dated 25th March 2019, it was asserted that site 
MMO006 had been erroneously included on the agenda for Session Hearing 34.  It is only through information 
subsequently disclosed via a series of Freedom of Information Requests that the unfairness has become apparent.  
The allocation still has not been adequately and openly scrutinized and remains procedurally unfair.  The Council has 
not set out its position in writing and now will not set out its position in writing until it is too late for objectors to respond 
to it.  On this basis, I do not agree with the modifications but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: MMO006 has been included in the VALP on a legally unsound basis due to lack of consultation and through erroneous 
selection of the settlement hierarchy of Maids Moreton. It should be removed from the VALP. The entire planning 
system is weighted against the local populations and for the big house builders. Without proper scrutiny the entire 
system is flawed and open to abuse.

Respondent: Andrew Simpson [32847] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3232 - 28613 - MM101 - i, ii, iii, iv

3232 Object

MM101VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Paragraph numbers quoted are from MASTER main mods VALP final_1.pdf
Para 4.147 states the most sustainable site has been selected at Maids Moreton (MM); this is not correct. The 
Sustainability Assessment of VALP (Sep 2017) looked at 5 options, one of which is site MMO006; this was assessed 
as the least sustainable. It further stated ...MMO006 (Option 5) would deliver Outdoor Playing Space (OPS) and 
Equipped Play Facilities, responding to the concern raised by the 2017 'Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for 
Aylesbury Vale' audit, which found there to be a lack of a suitably sized central public open space as well as no 
Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play (NEAP) in Maids Moreton. AVDC's response, reiterating its support for MMO006 
noted .... one important factor is the potential for the site to the north (MMO006) to deliver a new children's play area.

Having read the quoted study, no mention is made of MM. MM has extensive playing fields and a well-equipped play 
park, as noted in the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment Report (SHAR) also dated Sep 2017. The rationale stated by 
AVDC for preferring this site, recorded in section "h" under Site specific requirements in para 4.153 is therefore 
incorrect, invalid and open to legal challenge.

MM has been incorrectly classified as a medium village; it only meets 4 key criteria and SHAR is therefore incorrect in 
that it has neither an hourly bus-service nor a primary school - it only has an infant school. Increasing the village 
housing stock by 50% when there are no services and most occupants will need to travel by car, breaches NPPF 
Section 9 on sustainable transport.

HELAA v4 changed the characterisation of the site from Unsuitable (HELAA v3 and previous versions) to Suitable 
without following paras 1.20 and 1.21 of the HELAA methodology. This change has allowed site MMO006 to be open to 
a development application but the failure of process renders the change unsound and open to legal challenge.

Change to Plan The 170 houses are grossly disproportionate for this site and this should definitely not be redefined as "at least 170." 
As Maids Moreton is a small village, not a medium village as incorrectly stated in SHAR, the site should be removed 
altogether from VALP as the change to Suitable in HELAAv4 was not made in compliance with the HELAA 
methodology and development would breach NPPF requirements for sustainable transport.

A small development of, say, 40 affordable houses for young residents of the village, not relocated families from further 
afield, might be acceptable and could overcome objections on grounds of breaching the distinct village boundary and 
reducing traffic impact thereby also limiting negative impact from traffic flows on the historic Grade 2 listed buildings on 
Main St and around the Grade 1 listed church

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: The 2017 Sustainability Assessment concluded this was the least sustainable option for Maids Moreton yet AVDC 
wrongly asserts in para 4.147 that it is the most sustainable. It also promotes the current lack of outdoor open space 
and a play park as being reasons to support this site. This is a major error; Maids Moreton is incorrectly classified as a 
medium village but has both extensive open space and a play park, as confirmed by SHAR (Sep 2017). Maids Moreton 
has neither services nor public transport. Developing this site would be in breach of the NPPF aim of sustainable 
transport.

Respondent: Mr Patrick Hardcastle [28613] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Maids Moreton has been categorised as a 'Medium Village' which is incorrect. The false asertion in the Settlement 
Hierarchy Para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria, when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'Smaller 
Village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy Para 5.18 (I refer to ED 228). Due to Maids Moreton being ONLY a 
'Smaller Village' the allocation of Site MM006 is therefore Unsound and not Legally Compliant. VALP Para 4.153 (now 
para 4.148) clearly shows that 170 houses is excessive for a medium village. I do not agree with the modification 
MM101.

Change to Plan Policy MM006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, iii, iv

Summary: Maids Moreton has been categorised as a 'Medium Village' which is incorrect. The false asertion in the Settlement 
Hierarchy Para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria, when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'Smaller 
Village' as defined in the Settlement Hierarchy Para 5.18 (I refer to ED 228). Due to Maids Moreton being ONLY a 
'Smaller Village' the allocation of Site MM006 is therefore Unsound and not Legally Compliant. VALP Para 4.153 (now 
para 4.148) clearly shows that 170 houses is excessive for a medium village. I do not agree with the modification 
MM101.

Respondent: Mr Philip Payne [32897] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

We have taken this opportunity to set out some outstanding concerns and suggested amendments that BCC would like 
to see addressed in the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include revisions to MM275 to address the 
soundness of the modification, additions to MM076 to improve site connectivity and consideration to the compliance 
with the NPPF.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
*The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v 4 is not based on any evidence and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1). Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site 
would be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot 
and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

* There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, having previously (in HELAA v3) been designated as 'unsuitable' for development. Relying on the 
designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA 
Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2.

* The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. In particular, the designation of the site in HELAA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3 019.

As owners of a Grade II listed building in Main Street, my husband and I are especially concerned that the allocation of 
this site does not give adequate consideration to the protection of heritage buildings so is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 
129 and 132. The allocation is also inconsistent with NPPF para 141.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium  village' due to the fal_se assertion in the _Settlement  Hier rchy  par 5.1 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact It only has 4. Maids Moreton is a smaller village as defined in the Settlement Hleararchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228).

* The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in line with the 
assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity led approach to identify of allocations 
has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton. A further allocation of 12 
dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182. VALP para 
4.153 {now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village.

For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate: the allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone 
is adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and 
no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the Inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire 
allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

* This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 {now para 4.147). which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the 
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 
165, and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

* Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is 
contrary to NPPF para 34. and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he 
says makes the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer 
limiting the number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound 
and not legally compliant.

* Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 
112. and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 {2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Summary:  
*The designation of MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA.v4, contrary to VALP.para.4.120 (4.1), with no 
public consultation - breaching NPPF para.155, HELAA Methodology paras.1.20/1.21/2.15, PPG paras.3-008/3-019 
and HELAA.v4.App.2.
* Inadequate consideration given to heritage buildings (NPPF paras.17/129/132/141).
* The incorrect categorization of a 'medium' not a 'smaller' village (re.Settlement Hieararchy para.5.18 (ED228).
* MMO006 is rated the least sustainable site in the VALP Sustainability Appraisal.
* Inadequate consideration for highways/public transport/rural setting, contrary to NPPF paras.17/34/112 & VALP para 
9.51.
* VALP para 9.51 has been informed by HELAA.v3.

Respondent: Mrs Anna Hyde [32970] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
*The designation of the site MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA v 4 is not based on any evidence and is 
therefore contrary to VALP para 4.120 (now para 4.1}. Reliance on this source of evidence for the allocation of the site 
would be in breach of NPPF paras 158 and 182. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot 
and no longer limiting the number of houses to 170- but neither is the allocation itself sound or legally compliant.

There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4 which designated this site as 'suitable' for 
development, having previously (in HELAA v3) been designated as 'unsuitable' for development. Relying on the 
designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence would therefore be in breach of NPPF para 155, HELAA 
Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21, and the PPG para 3-008. It also falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2.

*The HELAA Methodology was not correctly carried out. In particular. the designation of the site in HEL.AA v4 does not 
adequately follow HELAA Methodology paras 1.20. 1.21 and 2.15, it also falls short of PPG para 3-019. -

As owners of a Grade II listed building in Main Street, my wife and I are especially concerned that the allocation of this 
site does not give adequate consideration to the protection  of heritage buildings so is contrary to NPPF paras 17, 129 
and 132. The allocation is also not consistent t with NPPF para 141.

The modification has inserted the words 'at least' 170 houses. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorized as a 
'medium village' due to the false assertion in the Settlement Hierarchy para 5.16 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria 
when in fact it only has 4. Maids Moreton is a 'smaller village' as defined In the Settlement Hieararchy para 5.18 (I refer 
to ED228).

The allocation of site MMO006 in a 'small' settlement is unsound and not legally compliant, and it is not in line with the 
assertion in para 41 of the Inspector's Interim Findings that the Council's capacity led approach to identify of 
allocations has received widespread support because this has not been the case in Maids Moreton. A further allocation 
of 12 dwellings has been made in MM283, which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182. VALP 
para 4.153 (now para 4.148) illustrates that 170 houses is excessive even for a medium village.

For a 'small' village the allocation of 182 houses is hugely disproportionate: the allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone 
is adequate for a small settlement. I do not agree with the modifications in MM101 - increasing the size of the plot and 
no longer limiting the number of houses to 170 - and the inaccuracy in the Settlement Hierarchy renders the entire 
allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant.

* This Final Consultation includes consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal. The allocation of site MMO006 
contradicts VALP para 4.152 (now para 4.147), which claims the most sustainable site in Maids Moreton has been 
allocated for development. The Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal shows site MMO006 as being the 
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Allocating site MMO006 in the VALP therefore breaches NPPF paras 151 and 
165, and renders para 4.152 (now para 4.147) of VALP factually incorrect.

Inadequate consideration has been given to highways and public transport so the allocation of site MMO006 is contrary 
to NPPF para 34, and is also in line with the assertion in the Inspector's Interim Findings para 36 which he says makes 
the VALP unsound. I do not agree with the modifications - increasing the size of the plot and no longer limiting the 
number of houses to 170 - but on the basis that it is in breach of the NPPF, the entire allocation is unsound and not 
legally compliant.

* Inadequate consideration has been given to the rural setting of site MMO006, which breaches NPPF paras 17 and 
112, and allocation of the site is inconsistent with VALP para 9.51. In particular, VALP para 9.51 has been informed by 
HELAA v3 (2016) whilst site allocations in the VALP have been informed by HELAA v4 (2017). Para 9.51 is therefore 
factually incorrect if site MMO006 remains as an allocated site in the VALP, and keeping site MMO006 in the VALP 
makes the VALP unsound.

Change to Plan Policy MMO006 needs to be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Summary:
*The designation of MMO006 as 'suitable' for development in HELAA.v4, contrary ta VALP.para.4.120 (4.1), with no 
public consultation - breaching NPPF para.155, HELAA Methodology paras.1.20/1.21/2.15, PPG paras.3-008/3-019 
and HELAA.v4.App.2.
* Inadequate consideration given to heritage buildings (NPPF paras.17/129/132/141).
* The incorrect categorization of a 'medium' not a 'smaller' village (re.Settlement Hieararchy para.5.18 (ED228).
* MMO006 is rated the least sustainable site in the VALP Sustainability Appraisal.
* Inadequate consideration for highways/public transport/rural setting, contrary to NPPF paras.17/34/112 & VALP para 
9.51.
* VALP para 9.51 has been informed by HELAA.v3, but site allocations by HELAA.v4, making the VALP unsound.

Respondent: Mr Andrew Hyde [32971] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: D7 / E5- Promotes support for local centres (considers effects of out of town shopping etc to be detrimental)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?
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Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: D8 - Aylesbury Town Centre action plan which details how to improve it in a positive manner (p181)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We object to the suggested addition of new text "except where a different requirement already applies in a 
neighbourhood plan which has been made before the adoption of VALP".

It is not clear why this modification is considered necessary to make the plan sound. It is not robustly supported by 
evidence, as the Council's legal opinion requires. The clear position of the Council during the hearing sessions was that 
there should be a single District-wide affordable housing target of 25% for sites above the size threshold.

ED108A provides the Council's answer to Inspector's Q79 vii) 'Should the requirement for affordable housing be varied 
between different parts of Aylesbury Vale'. This states:

"There is no evidential basis for varying the requirement for affordable housing between different parts of the District. 
Around two thirds of the population of Aylesbury Vale is within the Central Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area 
(Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and the Surrounding Areas) 
(CD/HOU/001) and as such Aylesbury Vale operates as a largely single market area where there is no significant 
variation in prices or incomes. It is considered that affordability is broadly comparable across all of the district meaning 
that a variation on an areas basis is not justified. The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (CD/HOU/004) contains no suggestion that the affordable housing should be varied across different parts 
of the District."

ED110 also provides the Council's response to Inspector's Q79. This response is clear that the evidence used to justify 
the Neighbourhood Plan affordable housing targets of 35% is out of date.

"To be in accord with government planning policy and guidance, and so meet a test of soundness, the council has no 
option but to apply the method it has used to assess the need for affordable housing. The percentage put forward in 
VALP represents an uplift though on the 21% that the HEDNA concludes is needed to meet affordable housing need to 
address the shortfall that would result from the threshold excluding developments of ten houses or less that is required 
by the government. The adjustment is required to ensure that the council is in accord with the NPPF's requirement to 
ensure that the total amount of affordable housing required to meet the HEDNA forecast is met. 

Prior to the production of VALP Neighbourhood Plans were produced in Aylesbury Vale on the basis of existing 
evidence which did not apply the new method of affordable housing need assessment set out above. As a result those 
plans could justify a higher level of affordable housing need. That evidence is now out of date though and the newer 
evidence must inform the new local plan using the prescribed method for assessment."

ED123 provides the Inspector's reply to the Council's response to Inspector's Q79. It states that the Inspector is 
satisfied with the response.

ED77 provides the Council's response to Inspector's Q16. This questions sought the Council's observations on the 
points made with regard to VALP's relationship with the provisions of existing made Neighbourhood Plans. The 
Council's response appended the legal advice from Suzanne Ornsby QC of 4 June 2018 'RE VALP: CONFLICT 
BETWEEN VALP AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS AND NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING REQUIREMENTS ADVICE'. The advice clearly states in paragraph 10 that:

".. if the Council want to preserve the higher AH requirements in the NPs, these requirements will need to be expressly 
incorporated into the VALP as part of the VALP's policy on AH. In theory, this is possible. The difficulty, however, is that 
the different targets will need to be robustly supported by evidence. Further, for the VALP to be found sound, it will be 
important to show that a consistent approach has been taken across the area on a consistent evidence base. As such, 
it will be difficult to justify the different treatment of a small number of areas with their own particular earlier evidence 
base if a similar evidence base has not been prepared for all the parishes/sub-areas covered by the VALP and in any 
event the earlier evidence base is now inconsistent with the latest evidence base for the Local Plan in so far as it 
relates to the level of provision of affordable housing."

It is not clear why the Council is now proposing to set aside this legal advice. The Council robustly defended the District-
wide 25% target through the hearings and the matter did not feature in ED166 Inspector's Interim findings of 29 August 
2018. None of the Council's responses to Inspector's Questions provide a justification for the modification. Nor is there 
any discussion document about it. It simply appeared as a Proposed Main Modification, without technical justification.

We have reviewed the latest Government policy and guidance since the hearing sessions. No justification has been 
found for the suggested change.

Paragraph 30 of the NPPF states that once a neighbourhood plan has been brought into force, the policies it contains 
take precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan covering the neighbourhood area, where they are in 
conflict; unless they are superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies that are adopted subsequently. 

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) states (Paragraph: 084 Reference ID: 41-084-20190509) that "...policies in 
a neighbourhood plan may become out of date, for example if they conflict with policies in a local plan covering the 
neighbourhood area that is adopted after the making of the neighbourhood plan. In such cases, the more recent plan 

Respondent: Land and Partners Ltd (Mr Tom Hutchinson) [29954] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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policy takes precedence. In addition, where a policy has been in force for a period of time, other material considerations 
may be given greater weight in planning decisions as the evidence base for the plan policy becomes less robust. To 
reduce the likelihood of a neighbourhood plan becoming out of date once a new local plan (or spatial development 
strategy) is adopted, communities preparing a neighbourhood plan should take account of latest and up-to-date 
evidence of housing need, as set out in guidance".

By way of an example, the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP)  has been in force for more than five years. It was 
prepared throughout 2013. The August 2013 Pre-Submission Plan was submitted to the Council in December 2013 and 
made in September 2014. There has been no review of this Plan to date; this will only take place after the VALP is 
adopted.

Policy 4 (Affordable Housing) of the made WNP states that housing sites of one hectare or more will provide a 
minimum of 35% of affordable homes, subject to viability. At the time the Pre-Submission Plan was prepared the 
proposed 35% aligned with the emerging Local Plan at that time - the Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VAP) which was 
subsequently scrapped. 

Paragraph 4.37 of the Pre-Submission WNP states that the 35% requirement "..accords with Policy VS9 of the VAP in 
applying the standard district affordable homes policy to the WNP". 

The WNP Basic Conditions Statement December 2013 explicitly justifies the 35% target based on the South East Plan, 
revoked in July 2010. Table (Neighbourhood Plan & Development Plan Conformity Summary) comments as follows:

"The policy accords with the provisions of adopted and emerging development plan policies to plan for affordable 
homes. Saved policy GP2 required between 20%-30% of total new homes to be provided as affordable but this was 
replaced by the adopted Aylesbury Vale Affordable Housing SPD in 2007 (40% on sites of 15 or more homes) and then 
by the South East Plan (35%). Although the South East Plan has now been revoked, the District Council has been 
using this proportion in its development management decisions since then. As developers appear to have accepted this 
policy arrangement and this same policy is proposed in the emerging VAP it seems sensible for the Neighbourhood 
Plan to adopt this approach."

In accepting the 35% target, the WNP Independent Examiner's report of May 2014 states on Page 24:

"Whilst the 35% threshold is above the Local Plan policy GP2's requirement, I note that affordable housing emerged as 
a local community aspiration during public consultation. Evidence was provided to demonstrate local demand and I find 
that Policy 4 has regard to national policy, which empowers local people to shape their surroundings."

So it is clear that any evidence of local demand that influenced the WNP is now very out of date. Firstly, the 
Neighbourhood Plan itself allocated sites for 159 affordable homes, many of them now built. So the identified need of 
the WNP is being met. Secondly, the VALP evidence base is more up-to-date and unlike the Neighbourhood Plans is 
not reliant on other Plans to derive their affordable requirements.

In conclusion there is no justification for reverting to more out-of-date evidence for certain Neighbourhood Plan areas. 
The Neighbourhood Plans that have a 35% target relied on strategic plans that are now out-of-date or superseded. 
Instead, if a Neighbourhood Plan wishes to go beyond the District-wide VALP policy, then it should make the case as 
part of a review, having regard to evidence that is more up to date than the December 2016 Buckinghamshire HEDNA 
update on which the VALP is based.

It is worth noting that the allocation of social housing across the District is currently divided into just four sub groups so 
even if a Parish provides a specific housing survey for its Neighbourhood Plan area, in practice the need is not met 
from just that Parish. For example, Winslow is part of the North sub group with Buckingham and many villages. This 
inevitably limits the ability of Neighbourhood Plans to justify departing from the District-wide figure; their evidence will 
inevitably be partial and not aligned with the wider, comprehensive evidence.

Change to Plan Removal of text "except where a different requirement already applies in a neighbourhood plan which has been made 
before the adoption of VALP".

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: We object to the suggested addition of new text in policy H1 "except where a different requirement already applies in a 
neighbourhood plan which has been made before the adoption of VALP". There is no justification for reverting to more 
out-of-date evidence for certain Neighbourhood Plan areas. Instead, if a Neighbourhood Plan wishes to go beyond the 
District-wide VALP policy, then it should make the case as part of a review, having regard to evidence that is more up 
to date than that on which the VALP is based.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: BTC welcomes the acknowledgement inherent that the figure of 25% is too low for some areas, if not all. BTC hopes 
that this will prompt the inspector to consider the evidence which was not brought forward at the Public Hearings in July 
2018 - about which there has been separate direct correspondence with the inspector.
What is less acceptable is that AVDC have sought to put constraints on future NDPs. BTC can now only proceed with a 
new or refreshed NDP if it is prepared to lose the requirement of 35% affordable homes contained in the current Plan, 
which is saved here only in an existing Plan, even if there was appropriate evidence to support this.
BTC asks that this is modified to include future NDPs where strong evidence exists that the NDP Area has need of a 
higher figure of affordable housing. There is no need to remind the inspector that NDPs must be tested at Independent 
Examination alongside the supporting evidence; there would be no danger of a NDP lacking said evidence, and/or not 
being in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan being made. This is a restrictive saving clause 
and we suggest that it is modified as proposed

Change to Plan this is modified to include future NDPs which must be tested at Independent Examination so no danger of a NDP 
lacking said evidence, and/or not being in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan being made. 
This is a restrictive saving clause and we suggest that it is modified as proposed.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: BTC welcomes the acknowledgement that the figure of 25% is too low for some areas. BTC hopes that this will prompt 
consideration of evidence not brought forward at 2018 Public Hearings, the subject of separate direct correspondence 
with the inspector.
BTC asks that this is modified to include future NDPs which must be tested at Independent Examination so no danger 
of a NDP lacking said evidence, and/or not being in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan 
being made. This is a restrictive saving clause and we suggest that it is modified as proposed.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We object to the revised wording of policy H1 that allows neighbourhood plans made before the adopted VALP to set a 
different affordable housing requirements.

From attending the hearing sessions and looking at the evidence base for the local plan it is clear that a district wide 
affordable housing target of 25% is reasonable. This is considered a realistic and achievable target in order to deliver 
affordable homes as part of market housing led developments.  

The percentage of affordable housing has already been questioned by the Inspector as part of examination of the 
VALP(Q79) and it is not clear why this modification is considered necessary in order to make the plan sound. 

The Inspector questioned whether the requirement for affordable housing should be varied across different parts of the 
district. Aylesbury Vale District Council full response is contained in examination document ED108A, in summary they 
stated, "there is no evidential basis for varying the requirement for affordable housing between different parts of the 
district. It is was considered that affordability is broadly comparable across the district meaning that a variation on an 
area basis is not justified. The Buckinghamshire Housing And Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(CD/HOU/004) contained no suggestion that the affordable housing should be varied across different parts of the 
district". 

Some of the existing Neighbourhood Plans across Aylesbury Vale have been adopted with levels of affordable housing 
of around 35%. These neighbourhood plans were prepared using a different evidence base to calculate affordable 
housing and as a result could justify a higher level of affordable housing. AVDC has since acknowledged in responding 
to the Inspectors Q79 that the evidence base used to prepare those neighbourhood plans which contain a requirement 
for 35% affordable housing is now out of date. AVDC acknowledge that the newer evidence must inform the new local 
plan when using the prescribed method for assessment on affordable housing. Further details on this matter are 
contained in examination document ED110.

The Council has robustly defended the 25% target throughout the hearings and the matter did not feature in earlier 
versions of the Inspectors findings of 29 August 2018. 

In conclusion we object to the new wording to policy H1 that "except where a different requirement already applied in a 
neighbourhood plan which has been made before the adoption of the VALP". Aylesbury Vale have acknowledged that 
there is a lack of evidence base to vary the levels of affordable housing across different parts of district. Instead, if a 
neighbourhood plan wishes to go beyond the District wide VALP policy, then it should be justified based on evidence 
that is more up to date than that which the VALP is based. This would need to be undertaken as part of a review of the 
neighbourhood plan.

Change to Plan Removal of text "except where a different requirement already applies in a neighbourhood plan which has been made 
before the adoption of the VALP".

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: In summary we object to the revised wording of policy H1 and the addition of new text that would allow neighbourhood 
plans made before the adopted VALP to set a different affordable housing requirement.

Respondent: Village Foundations (Mr Nick Wyke) [31909] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan Residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross or sites of 0.3ha or more will be required to provide a 
minimum of 25% affordable homes on site. In addition...

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Amendment to apply an affordable housing percentage from an existing neighbourhood plan should be deleted and the 
Affordable Housing SPD should be published alongside VALP

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attached submission.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The claim made at the July 2018 hearing session by Opinion Research Services (ORS) was that a figure of more than 
25% affordable housing delivery on qualifying sites would not be viable. The fact that VALP has been modified in Policy 
H1 to permit existing made Neighbourhood Plans with a different delivery percentage (35% in the main) to take priority 
over the figure in VALP obviously debunks this claim, together with the data submitted to the hearing session by 
Buckingham Town Council showing that all neighbouring LPAs had affordable housing figures for qualifying sites far in 
excess of 25%. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Roy Van de Poll [28973] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

van de Poll, Roy.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: This modification is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy.
This proposed modification includes additional text that would allow neighbourhood plans (NPs) adopted prior to the 
publication of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) to maintain different affordable housing requirements. We have 
three concerns regarding the soundness of this additional sentence.
Firstly, such an approach is unsound as it is inconsistent with paragraph 30 of the NPPF in relation to the status of 
neighbourhood plans and non-strategic policies. This paragraph clearly states that NP policies will only take 
precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan. Where local plan is adopted subsequent to a 
Neighbourhood Plan then the neighbourhood plan's policy will be superseded.
Secondly, the policy would have an impact on strategic allocations as set out in section 4 of the VALP. Paragraph 29 of 
the NPPF states that Neighbourhood Plans should not undermine strategic policies yet MM115 will require strategic 
allocations in areas with Neighbourhood Plans to provide a higher level of affordable housing than that tested at the 
examination of the local plan.
Finally, the testing of viability of NPs adopted prior to the submission of the VALP cannot have tested the impact of the 
policies it contains. For example, the Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan was considered to be consistent with viability 
evidence from 2012 and not the evidence published to support the examination of the VALP. As such the approach 
taken by the Council cannot be justified as an NP adopted prior to the examination and adoption of the VALP will not 
have been able to take into account all of the polices in the higher tier plan and the viability evidence supporting that 
plan.
The proposed amendment is therefore considered to be unsound and must not be taken forward into the adopted Local 
Plan.

Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt) 

[32193]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

HBF rep VALP MMs Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In conclusion the North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium trusts, with the very substantial weight of evidence it has 
provided, proving beyond doubt that the proposed figure of 25% delivery for all tenure types of affordable housing on 
qualifying sites is very badly flawed  and therefore unsound, being a very significant underestimate of true total need, 
that this vitally important issue will at least be tabled for discussion at a hearing session in 2020 to resolve a 
fundamental soundness issue and for fairness to all those current and future disadvantaged residents of Aylesbury 
Vale in genuine need of affordable housing. (officer summary)

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr 

Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?
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Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29662 Culverhouse, Geoff - NBPPC.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Representation on Behalf of Wates Developments Ltd., in Relation to Proposed Main
Modification 0084
Representation
On behalf of our client, Wates Developments Ltd ('Wates'), please find below our response to proposed Main 
Modification 084 ('MM084'). This concerns Local Plan Policy 'D-BUC046' and the proposed allocation of Land off Osier 
Way, Buckingham, which Wates is seeking to bring forward.
An application for outline planning permission (ref. 19/00148/AOP) was submitted on 15th January 2019, and is being 
currently being considered by the Council in its capacity as Local Planning Authority ('LPA'). The application seeks 
consent for up to 420 dwellings, together with supporting infrastructure.
Our client objects to the proposal to modify Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ('VALP') Policy D-BUC046 in the manner 
envisaged at MM084. There are two issues of concern. 
Firstly, the wording of the policy is proposed to be modified to read;
"Current neighbourhood plan status Neighbourhood plan, made in October 2015. The land has no notation but is 
outside the settlement boundary. The neighbourhood plan is in early stages of review." (Emphasis our own).
The proposal to describe the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan review is unnecessary to make Policy D-BUC046 
sound. It is also not a rational statement, as the VALP sets out a spatial and
development strategy up to 2033. It is highly likely that the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan will have 
been reviewed (at least once) by 2033. As such, the proposed wording will be rendered incorrect in future and risks 
becoming misleading as a consequence. Accordingly, this part of MM084 should be rejected and deleted.
Secondly, a further concern, is that the 'site-specific requirements' set out in Policy D-BUC046 are proposed to be 
modified such that the development (of Land off Osier Way) will be required to provide "at least" 420 dwellings, rather 
than "around" 420 dwellings, as was the case in the Proposed Submission VALP.
This proposed modification is not justified, because it creates ambiguity concerning the scale of appropriate 
development. For example, 'at least 420 dwellings' could mean 421 dwellings, or it could mean 600. Conversely, a 
proposal for 419 dwellings (i.e. less than 420) could be regarded as being contrary to Policy D-BUC046 and attract 
negative weight as a consequence. In these respects, the proposed modification undermines the clarity and 
effectiveness of the VALP.
It is suggested that the reference to 'at least' should be replaced with 'approximately' or reverted to 'around' (as 
previously envisaged), as the common understanding of these terms (in this context) would be taken to mean a figure 
in the order of 420 dwellings. This would allow for the applicant to respond to site specific considerations and provide 
an appropriate scheme, without the risk of
conflict with the Development Plan.
Separately, it is noted Main Modification MM010 proposes to describe the overall VALP housing requirement as "a total 
of at least 28,600..." (Emphasis our own). It is considered that making this change is sufficient to signal the Council's 
intention to exceed the overall housing requirement.
There is no need to apply the same terminology to site-specific policies within the VALP, as (for the reasons described) 
this could result in unintended consequences that may undermine effective delivery.

Yours sincerely
Mike Newton
Director

Representation to Modification MM115

Representation on Behalf of Wates Developments Ltd., in Relation to Proposed Main
Modification 115
Summary Representation
On behalf of our client, Wates Developments Ltd ('Wates'), please find below our response to proposed Main 
Modification 115 ('MM115'), which relates to Local Plan Policy H1 'Affordable Housing'. This response is supported by 
Counsel's Opinion, provided by Sasha White QC (attached at Appendix 1).
Wates is seeking to bring forward Land off Osier Way, Buckingham, which is proposed for allocation in the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan ('VALP') at Policy D-BUC046. An application for outline planning permission (ref. 19/00148/AOP) 
was submitted on 15th January 2019, and is being currently being considered by the Council in its capacity as Local 
Planning Authority ('LPA'). The application seeks
consent for up to 420 dwellings, together with supporting infrastructure.
On the basis of Counsel's Opinion, our client objects to the proposal to modify VALP Policy H1 in the manner 
envisaged at MM115. The principal concern, is that MM115 would allow for the affordable housing requirement to be 
specified on the basis of policies in existing Neighbourhood Development Plans. This would be the case where these 
Plans were adopted ('made') prior to the adoption of the VALP. In many instances, this would result in a higher 
affordable housing requirement being applied, when compared to the 25% requirement that is otherwise specified by
Policy H1 and which is derived from the Local Plan evidence base.
MM115 therefore represents a very significant departure from the position presented by the Council during the 
Examination. It is alarming then, that this modification is put forward without any supporting justification that purports to 
explain why this proposal (which plainly contradicts the Local Plan evidence base and examination library), should be 
otherwise regarded as well reasoned, necessary and justified. Indeed, MM115 appears to have been proposed without 
any consideration
of the potential implications. 

Respondent: Wates Developments (Alison Walker) [28834] Agent: Boyer Planning (Mr Christopher Roberts) [32933]

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Accordingly, we maintain that MM115 is not a necessary response to the Inspector's Interim Findings, and it is neither 
positively prepared nor justified. The proposed modification is also likely to be ineffective, and would result in Policy H1 
becoming inconsistent with national policy. The proposed modification, if adopted, would therefore render the Plan 
unsound. Accordingly, it is essential that the modification envisaged in MM115 is firstly, rejected and secondly, deleted.
Full Representation
Our client objects to proposed modification set out under MM115, which seeks to amend the wording of Policy H1 
'Affordable Housing'. The proposed modification would result in the application of a requirement for residential 
developments, of 11 dwellings or more (or sites of 0.3 ha of more), to "provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on 
site, except where a different requirement already applies in a neighbourhood plan which has been made before the 
VALP" (emphasis our own). It is considered that this change would result in the Plan failing all of the tests of 
soundness, as detailed at NPPF (2012) paragraph 182. For reference, at Appendix 2, a table is provided which lists the 
19 made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale of Aylesbury and identifies the specified affordable housing requirement / 
policy position for each.
Positively Prepared
To meet this test, a Local Plan must be based on a strategy that meets objectively assessed needs and infrastructure 
requirements. In seeking to achieve this, the VALP sets out objectives, a spatial strategy and an approach to meeting 
housing needs that addresses the circumstances of the district, taking account of the available evidence. The Plan's 
evidence base gives detailed consideration to
development viability, taking account of identified infrastructure requirements. It is on the basis of this evidence that the 
proposed District-wide 25% minimum affordable housing requirement was identified, as the appropriate level of 
requirement.
If a higher proportion of affordable housing is mandated within some parts of the district, then there can be no certainty 
that development will be viable, taking account of the most up-to-date evidence.
This means that identified housing and infrastructure needs may not be met. Indeed, by introducing a varied affordable 
housing tariff across the District, without any credible evidence to support this approach, MM115 could seriously 
compromise the spatial strategy. This would undermine the fundamental foundation on which the VALP was prepared.
Indeed, as is explained in detail at paragraphs 16 to 25 of Counsel's Opinion (appended), affordable housing policies in 
made Neighbourhood Plans (and specifically the BNDP) are regarded as out-of-date, because they rely on aspects of 
the evidence base that have been surpassed and overtaken.
Justified
The proposal to apply different affordable housing requirements across the district was neither tested, nor explored, 
through the examination. The Inspector's Interim Findings did not identify a requirement to consider this matter and an 
alteration to Policy H1 was not put forward, by the Council, as a 'proposed action' in the Discussion Documents and 
related correspondence with the Inspector. It is not clear why the Council now seeks to propose to modify the Plan, at 
this late stage,
in a manner which is inconsistent with the advice and direction the Inspector has provided throughout the course of the 
process.
In attempting to introduce this very significant modification at this late stage, the Council appears to be seeking to 
circumvent the opportunity for effective discussion, and consequent analysis, through Local Plan examination hearings. 
If the Council had envisaged that Policy H1 should be worded such that affordable housing requirements would defer to 
made Neighbourhood Plans, then this
"requirement" should have been fully explored through the relevant hearing sessions. In this context, it is inappropriate 
to seek to introduce this change, which has fundamental implications for housing delivery, through a Main Modifications 
consultation. It is a matter of grave concern that the Council has failed to provide any clear justification in support of the 
proposed modification, either within the evidence material in the Examination Library or the Main Modifications Core 
Documents List (November 2019). The reasoning behind the proposed
modification is therefore entirely obscure. Indeed, for a Main Modification of this significance to be proposed without 
any supporting justification or reasoned basis, infers that limited consideration has been given to consequences 
regarding the soundness of the VALP.
Following on from the above, it is also worthy of comment that the position now pursued by the Council, in relation to 
Policy H1, is inconsistent with the arguments and evidence relied upon during the Examination. For example, the 
Council's response to the Inspector's Question 79 (which concerns the affordable housing requirement and Policy H1 
specifically) states;
"To be in accordance with government planning policy and guidance, and so meet a test of soundness, the council has 
no option but to apply the method it has used to assess the need for affordable housing. The percentage put forward in 
VALP represents an uplift though on the 21% that the HEDNA concludes is needed to meet affordable housing need to 
address the shortfall that would result from the threshold excluding developments of ten houses or less that is required 
by the government. The adjustment is required to ensure that the council is in accord with the NPPF's
requirement to ensure that the total amount of affordable housing required to meet the HEDNA forecast is met."
Additionally; "Prior to the production of VALP Neighbourhood Plans were produced in Aylesbury Vale on the basis of 
existing evidence which did not apply the new method of affordable housing need assessment set out above. As a 
result those plans could justify a higher level of affordable housing need. That evidence is now out of date though and 
the newer evidence must inform the new local plan using the prescribed method for assessment."
It is assumed that the Council continues to maintain that the HEDNA and viability evidence-base provides a robust 
basis for the VALP. It is also assumed that the Council believes that the VALP's approach to affordable housing (and 
the proposed 25% requirement) is based on an appropriate methodological approach. If these assumptions are correct, 
then it must inevitably follow that MM115 deviates from both the findings of the evidence base and the prescribed 
methodology, both of which the Council relies upon as underpinning the Plan as a whole. Instead, as is noted at 
paragraphs 16 to 25 of Counsel's Opinion, MM115 would result on a reliance on earlier viability assessments, which 
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have been superseded and which are out-of-date.
The policies proposed in a Local Plan can only be regarded as 'justified' if they are supported by appropriate and robust 
evidence. Proposed modification MM115 is not supported by any additional appropriate and robust evidence. It must 
therefore be assessed against the VALP evidence base, on which the Council has relied during the examination to date.
In this respect, it is noted that the Housing Topic Paper (January 2018) states;
"The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that the 
25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the affordable 
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases.
In the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Viability Assessment Final Report (August 2017), it is further noted that 'Value 
Levels' in Buckingham are typically lower than elsewhere in the District. In this respect, Figure 7 (at page 64 of the 
Assessment) identifies the 'Buckingham Overall Range' (of values) ranges from an average of £3,150 sq.m to £3,750 
sq.m, which encompass categories 'VL2 to VL4'. In contrast, the Overall Range for Aylesbury (town) extends from 'VL2 
to VL5', the 'Northern
Vale Range' extends from 'VL3 to VL6', whilst the 'Southern Range' extends from 'VL4 to VL7+'(1).
Accordingly, the proposal (set out in MM115) to rely on evidence, which the Council acknowledges to be out-of-date, 
cannot be a sound approach. This is particularly the case, as to do so would apply a 35% affordable housing 
requirement in Buckingham and so impose the highest tariff in the lowest value area. This cannot be regarded as an 
approach which is sensible, justified or (as explained below) effective.
Effective
For a Plan to be regarded as effective, it must be deliverable over the Plan-period. However, in view of the concerns 
raised above, MM115 will render the Plan ineffective. As has been stated, the proposed Main Modification would see a 
35% affordable housing requirement be applied at Buckingham, whilst a 25% requirement would apply in higher value 
locations. This creates an incentive to direct future development away from Buckingham (a 'Strategic Settlement' as 
identified
in the proposed AVLP settlement hierarchy) towards more viable, but potentially less sustainable, locations. This 
consequence cannot be the true intention of the Plan, yet it is the inevitable outcome of MM115, if progressed.
The unintended consequences described above would invariably result in significant delays and, as such, it is 
recommended that proposed modification MM115 should be deleted. However, if MM115 is to be progressed, then the 
housing trajectory presented in the Plan will need to be reconsidered, as underlying assumptions concerning the 
delivery of the proposed allocations may no longer be valid. Likewise if a 35% affordable housing requirement is to be 
applied in Buckingham (assessed as the lowest value area in the district), then it may be necessary to consider 
increasing the scale of growth proposed at the town, in order to facilitate the Plan's viability and effectiveness. If it is not 
possible to significantly increase the apportionment to Buckingham, it may also be necessary to consider additional 
allocations elsewhere across the District.
(1) The 'Northern Vale' area includes Winslow and a number of smaller settlements. The 'Southern Vale' area includes 
Haddenham and Wendover, as well as further lower-tier villages.
In turn, it may be necessary to reconsider the Plan's spatial strategy and the broader approach to housing provision, 
and infrastructure delivery.
Such measures may be necessary to ensure that the Plan remains effective, both as a mechanism for meeting housing 
needs arising in the Vale of Aylesbury and accommodating the unmet need of adjoining authorities.
Consistent with National Policy
A key test of soundness is a Plan's consistency with National Policy. If a Plan fails to accord with national policy, it will 
fail to deliver sustainable development and cannot be regarded as sound. Three key concerns are raised in this respect 
and these are noted as follows;
Planning Obligations
The Housing Topic Paper (January 2018), which forms part of the Examination Library (ref. CD/TP/001) states;
"...the starting point for determining the level of affordable housing to be pursued in VALP is the forecast level of need 
rather than the calculation of what might be viable overall. Pursuing a higher target than justified by the need would, it is 
considered, contravene the Community Infrastructure Levy"
Similarly, the archived Planning Practice Guidance ('PPG'), against which the VALP is examined, states at Paragraph: 
005 (Reference ID: 41-005-20140306) that;
"The National Planning Policy Framework requires that the sites and the scale of development identified in a plan 
should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 
threatened."
As such, for the Council to propose a modification that will implement a higher affordable housing requirement than is 
justified in the (up-to-date) evidence base, would contravene the PPG and Community Infrastructure Levy ('CIL') 
Regulations (2010). Indeed, CIL Regulation 122(2), indicates that a planning obligation may only constitute a reason for 
granting planning permission for the development, if the obligation is necessary and reasonable related (in scale and 
kind) to the
development. MM115, if adopted, would prevent this test being met.
Viability
With respect to viability, it is remarked that, although the VALP is being examined against the policies of the archived 
NPPF 2012, planning applications are determined against the current NPPF (2019). NPPF paragraph 57 indicates that;
"Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from development, planning applications that 
comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate whether particular 
circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at the application stage. The weight to be given to a viability 
assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether 
the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change in site circumstances since the plan 
was brought into force. All viability assessments, including any undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect the 
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recommended approach in national planning guidance, including standardised inputs, and should be made publicly 
available."
As such, if applicants submit viability assessments (in support of their proposals) they will argue that no Plan-stage 
viability evidence was presented in support of MM115. Applicants will also highlight the fact that the Council (in its 
response to the Inspector's Question 79) has stated that affordable housing requirements presented in made 
Neighbourhood Plan, are out-of-date. In this respect, it will be argued that the Neighbourhood Plan policy requirements 
for affordable housing were not based
on specific viability assessments for the relevant Neighbourhood Plan Area. Rather, the Neighbourhood Plan's simply 
drew on parts of the VALP evidence which were available at the time, but which have now been rendered out-of-date. 
Indeed, in the case of the BNDP, the 35% affordable housing requirements was based on the 'Vale of Aylesbury and 
Stage 1 Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Study' (2012), which was prepared in support of the then emerging 
Local Plan (which was withdrawn). In this context, MM115 cannot be regarded as being consistent with the approach to 
viability being pursued in national planning policies.
Role of Local and Neighbourhood Plans
Counsel's Opinion at paragraphs 9 to 31 (as attached at Appendix 1), confirms that the role of a Local Plan is to set out 
strategic policies. This contrasts with the role of a Neighbourhood Plan, which is to shape and direct non-strategic 
policies, and support the delivery of strategic policies set out in the Local Plan. This is clearly articulated in the archived 
Framework (2012) which, at paragraph 16, explains that the presumption in favour of sustainable development (as 
applied to Plan-making and as relevant to neighbourhood planning) means that neighbourhoods should;

- "develop plans that support the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing and 
economic development;
- plan positively to support local development, shaping and directing development in their area that is outside the 
strategic elements of the Local Plan;"
NPPF (2012) paragraph 184, adds that;
"...The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. 
Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan.... Neighbourhood 
plans and orders should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic 
policies."
Whilst paragraph 185 states;
"Outside these strategic elements, neighbourhood plans will be able to shape and direct sustainable development in 
their area. Once a neighbourhood plan has demonstrated its general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local 
Plan and is brought into force, the policies it contains take precedence over existing non-strategic policies..."
The NPPF (2012), at paragraph 156, sets out what matters are encompassed by 'strategic policies',
noting that these include policies to deliver "the homes and jobs needed in the areas". It is quite correct that the VALP 
sets out a strategic policy (Policy H1) which provides the affordable housing requirement for the District. This 
requirement, as confirmed by the Local Plan evidence base (and pursuant to the appropriate methodology), should be 
set at 25% provision. For the VALP to be modified in such a way that an otherwise evidence-based policy is selectively 
ignored, in favour of
out-of-date Neighbourhood Plan policies, is both arbitrary and inconsistent with national policy.
Simply put, there is no basis in national policy for the Local Plan to delegate strategic policy-making to Neighbourhood 
Plans, in the way envisaged in MM115. Likewise, there is no justification for allowing an affordable housing requirement 
to be applied, which the Local Plan evidence-base finds to be unviable. It also does not matter that a number of 
Neighbourhood Plans (in Aylesbury Vale) have been made prior to the Local Plan. This is because Neighbourhood Plan 
policies must either
conform to the strategic policies of the Local Plan or must be over-ridden by them. Neighbourhood Plans can be 
brought into conformity when they are reviewed.
Conclusions
For the reasons explained, the proposed Main Modification (MM115) would alter VALP Policy H1 in such a way that the 
Plan would not meet the tests of soundness as described in NPPF (2012) paragraph 182.
The proposal to apply affordable housing requirements set out in made Neighbourhood Plans would mean that a key 
strategic policy in the VALP would no longer be based on the most up-to-date evidence. Consequently, there can be no 
certainty that the modification would not result in Plan's proposed allocations becoming unviable. Because of this, 
MM115 risks undermining the Plan's
overall capacity to meeting identified housing needs.
Furthermore, this proposed Main Modification has been put forward at a late stage in the Examination process and it 
does not respond to the recommendation(s) of the Inspector. The introduction of such a fundamental change 
necessitates meaningful consultation and discussion, and requires that AVDC prepare a further Local Plan Viability 
Assessment. Accordingly, should the Inspector be minded to support MM115, then it is requested that further 
Examination hearing sessions be scheduled in relation to Policy H1 and all other VALP policies that may be affected by 
it.
Wates requests that it is permitted to participate in any such hearing sessions.
On the basis of the forgoing, it is clear then that MM115 is unnecessary, arbitrary and inconsistent with national policy. 
It will, as a matter of fact, be prejudicial to the soundness of the Plan. Accordingly, on behalf of Wates, it is submitted 
that proposed Main Modification 115 is deleted and proceeds no further.
Yours sincerely
Mike Newton
Director
Our full representation is provided on the accompanying document (Attachment), together the Legal Opinion provided 
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by Sasha White QC.

Change to Plan The proposed modification cannot be made sound. It should be deleted.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: MM115 is unjustified, inconsistent with the Local Plan Evidence Base and Examination Library. The proposed Main 
Modification does not accorded with national policies, will be ineffective and will result in serious unintended 
consequences in relation to delivery. The MM115 is plainly unsound and should be deleted. Our full representation is 
attached, together the Legal Opinion of Sasha White QC.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Main Modifications Response MM115_Redacted.pdf

Main Modifications Response MM084_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan This proposed modification should not be taken forward within the
VALP.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: object to the inclusion inclusion of additional text relating to
neighbourhood plans. This change would allow neighbourhood plans made prior to the adoption
of the VALP to maintain an alternative affordable housing requirement to that set out in the VALP.
Gladman object to this proposed modification as it is not considered to be sound. The more up to
date evidence which supports the 25% requirement in the VALP should be applied in all instances.The proposed 
approach will have an impact on a number of strategic allocations whereby they
will be required to provide a greater scale of affordable housing than has been tested through the
VALP examination.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Replacement of dwellings of a similar size and massing

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Replacement of dwellings of a similar size and massing

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Generally supportive of the rewording of this policy, as following discussions at the
hearing sessions it was clear that significant modifications were required in order for this policy to be sound note and 
support the fact that Policy H6a does not set a rigid housing mix to which all developments must adhere. Instead 
MM151 refers to the fact that housing mix will be negotiated having regard to the Council's most up to date evidence on 
housing need and available evidence from developers regarding local market conditions

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: BTC welcomes and supports the policy to deliver the required housing needs mix, and the recognition of the role of 
NDPs in delivering this.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: BTC welcomes and supports the policy to deliver the required housing needs mix, and the recognition of the role of 
NDPs in delivering this.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document

Change to Plan Remove the following text - and shall be in general conformity with AVDC latest evidence* and Neighbourhood 
Development Plan evidence where applicable for the
relevant area.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Policy should be applied as is without reference to other evidence as developers are best positioned to gauge the 
housing market

Respondent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) 

[29866]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29866 Armstrong, Geoff_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Generally supportive of the rewording of this policy, as following discussions at the
hearing sessions it was clear that significant modifications were required in order for this policy to be sound note and 
support the fact that Policy H6a does not set a rigid housing mix to which all developments must adhere. Instead 
MM151 refers to the fact that housing mix will be negotiated having regard to the Council's most up to date evidence on 
housing need and available evidence from developers regarding local market conditions

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Plan should be updated to include reference to updated guidance in PPG older persons housing.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Plan should be updated to include reference to updated guidance in PPG older persons housing. Addition would be 
uncontroversial and would ensure a greater degree of consistency with the updated PPG against which the VALP will 
need to be considered once it is adopted.

In addition, and as recognised in the PPG (Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 63-002-20190626), we consider that it would 
be a positive step for the VALP to refer to the wider benefits which can be provided by providing such accommodation.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a positive policy framework to 
ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We support the amendment to para 5.59 which clarifies that the demand for housing for older people (derived from the 
HEDNA Update 2016) relates to the need in Aylesbury Vale.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3638 - 32949 - MM154 - None

3638 Support

MM154VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3589 - 32950 - MM155 - None

3589 Object

MM155VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Whilst we support the clarification that the OAN for the District's older people as set out in the preceding table (subject 
to MM154) does not include the projected increase in the 75+ institutional population, we are concerned that MM155 is 
one of a number of Modifications proposed to the VALP which could lead to the District Council predetermining use 
classes for older persons' accommodation.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3639 - 32949 - MM155 - None

3639 Support

MM155VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3591 - 32950 - MM156 - None

3591 Support

MM156VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The references to the BCC Market Position Statement and the Housing LIN report are positive insofar as they identify a 
significant need for accommodation for older people.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3641 - 32949 - MM156 - None

3641 Support

MM156VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3593 - 32950 - MM157 - None

3593 Object

MM157VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Remove any predetermination of what amounts to a C2 use

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Whilst we support MM157 insofar as it acknowledges that a variety of forms of accommodation are provided to meet 
the differing needs of older people, we have significant concerns that this Modification could lead to the Council 
predetermining use classes for older persons' accommodation. AVDC is taking an outdated view as to what forms of 
accommodation fall into C2 and C3 Uses and involvement of the County Council's Health and Adult Social Care 
Services department is not required to demonstrate that a proposal has a C2 Use Class. The VALP should recognise 
that the market has shifted and evolved.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3640 - 32949 - MM157 - None

3640 Support

MM157VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3595 - 32950 - MM158 - None

3595 Object

MM158VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan The plan should not predetermine the features and characteristics that would influence whether specific proposals fall 
into C2 or C3 uses.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: We welcome the Council's recognition that some of the categories of accommodation defined as C3 in the HEDNA 
have been found to be C2 uses in recent appeal decisions.
Furthermore, we note that MM158 appears to count the need for the Extra Care, Sheltered 'plus'/enhanced sheltered 
and Dementia categories against the need for C2 accommodation.
However in order to support (rather than obstruct) the delivery of such schemes, it is essential that AVDC does not 
predetermine the features and characteristics that would influence whether specific proposals fall into C2 or C3 uses.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3642 - 32949 - MM158 - None

3642 Support

MM158VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3643 - 32949 - MM159 - None

3643 Support

MM159VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3644 - 32949 - MM160 - None

3644 Support

MM160VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3600 - 32950 - MM161 - None

3600 Object

MM161VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan AVDC should provide greater clarification of the forms of accommodation counted towards the  1,130 units figure.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: MM161 refers to existing completions and commitments for C2 accommodation between 2013 - 2018 of 1,130 units, 
resulting in a remaining requirement of 800 units of C2 accommodation to be identified between 2018 - 2033.
However, we have been unable to find any evidence to explain which sites/schemes contribute to the figure of 1,130 
and so that level of supply cannot be interrogated to check if it qualifies as a C2 use. Our own research has not 
established anything like the supply claimed. AVDC should provide greater clarification of the forms of accommodation 
counted towards the  1,130 units figure.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3645 - 32949 - MM161 - None

3645 Support

MM161VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3601 - 32950 - MM162 - None

3601 Object

MM162VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan The remaining requirement figure of 800 C2 units needs to be justified.
For consistency with other Main Modifications, the word "houses" in MM162 should be changed to units.
MM162 states that "Some of the C2 requirement may be met by mixed C2 and C3 schemes." MM162 should be 
amended to clarify that only C2 accommodation will be counted towards the C2 requirement.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The remaining requirement figure of 800 C2 units needs to be justified.
For consistency with other Main Modifications, the word "houses" in MM162 should be changed to units.
MM162 states that "Some of the C2 requirement may be met by mixed C2 and C3 schemes." MM162 should be 
amended to clarify that only C2 accommodation will be counted towards the C2 requirement.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3646 - 32949 - MM162 - None

3646 Support

MM162VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3647 - 32949 - MM163 - None

3647 Support

MM163VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3602 - 32950 - MM164 - None

3602 Object

MM164VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan AVDC should not apply the content of Table 14 as determining features as to whether or not a specific proposal should 
be considered as extra care accommodation or be in C2.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: AVDC should not apply the content of Table 14 as determining features as to whether or not a specific proposal should 
be considered as extra care accommodation or be in C2.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3648 - 32949 - MM164 - None

3648 Support

MM164VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3603 - 32950 - MM165 - None

3603 Object

MM165VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Review the capacity of allocated C2 sites

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The Council has calculated the capacity of sites which may be expected to provide C2 older persons accommodation 
between 2018 - 2023 based on an assumed density of 70 units per hectare (in less urban, more suburban and edge of 
settlement locations) and 100 units per hectare in more urban settings. However there is no evidence to support any 
form of claim that the three sites allocated by the Council will deliver the quantum of accommodation expected by 
AVDC by 2023.

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3649 - 32949 - MM165 - None

3649 Support

MM165VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3604 - 32950 - MM166 - None

3604 Object

MM166VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Allocate further sites to meet C2 requirement

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It is clear from MM166 that the Council relies on broad locations to meet the remaining requirement for C2 older 
persons' accommodation to 2033. The new text states that there is insufficient evidence to support allocations at this 
time. However, we consider that in reality, there is insufficient evidence to justify any form of claim that these broad 
locations are capable of providing the remaining requirement (compounded by the fact that the sites identified to 2023 
will delivery significantly fewer units than the Council expects).

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP Main Mods Rep Hambledon Land_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3650 - 32949 - MM166 - None

3650 Support

MM166VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3022 - 32735 - MM167 - None

3022 Support

MM167VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The table in Policy H6b Housing for Older people includes reference to site WHA001 Shenley Park as being allocated 
for 110 units of C2 accommodation. 

Crest Nicholson support this allocation; however, the table makes reference to a site area of 55ha for WHA001, which 
conflicts with the 99ha listed in the site specific policy for WHA001 (MM076).  

We would recommend that the table is H6b is updated to match policy WHA001 and includes the same overall site 
area.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The table in Policy H6b Housing for Older people includes reference to site WHA001 Shenley Park as being allocated 
for 110 units of C2 accommodation. 

Crest Nicholson support this allocation; however, the table makes reference to a site area of 55ha for WHA001, which 
conflicts with the 99ha listed in the site specific policy for WHA001 (MM076).  

We would recommend that the table is H6b is updated to match policy WHA001 and includes the same overall site 
area.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3266 - 28973 - MM167 - None

3266 Object

MM167VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached submission.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: This main modification must be removed because it is unsound and probably illegal, being in significant conflict with the 
made WNP and remote from the essential facilities located within the centre of Winslow. If AVDC had bothered to 
consult with WTC and Bucks CC, they would have learnt that these two organisations were in advanced discussions 
concerning a town centre development which includes more than 80 extra-care homes to be incorporated in the 
Revised Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Roy Van de Poll [28973] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

van de Poll, Roy.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3420 - 32090 - MM167 - None

3420 Support

MM167VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: Considers Care needs and that the definitions have been revised and are generally good (p206)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3420 - 32090 - MM167 - None

3420 Support

MM167VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3486 - 30406 - MM167 - None

3486 Object

MM167VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan Relocate the proposed VALP allocation for C2 extra care use on WIN020 to the more suitable site in Winslow Town 
Centre.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The reallocation of site WIN020 from the employment use it is allocated for in the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan 
to a C2 extra-care is opposed as there is a more suitable site available in Winslow town centre which is already 
allocated for this purpose which can accommodate an increased C2 capacity and the site WIN 020 is already in the 
process of being being developed for a sports use by the land owners Buckinghamshire County Council. It is hoped 
that AVDC will agree to revise VALP in accord with the revised proposals as they have already indicated.

Respondent: Winslow Town Council (Dr Sean Carolan) [30406] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

WTC Response to VALP Main Modifications Consultation - Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Appendix 1 - WIN020 - August 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of  allocation, provision of 
sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed.
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BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan If the Council is committed to meeting the requirement for 266 units of C2 accommodation by 2023 and the other 
required C2 units to 2033 then we consider that additional sites will need to be identified.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: This Policy is intended to identify those sites which will provide C2 older persons accommodation between 2018 and 
2023. Three sites are identified which, in combination, are expected to provide an approximate capacity would be 
capable of accommodating 270 units. For the reasons set out in our representation, AVDC cannot have any certainty 
that these sites will deliver the level of C2 accommodation identified as being necessary to 2023. We submit that the 
Modifications support the delivery of no more than 58 units to 2023 and the broad locations will also not deliver the 
other required C2 units to 2033

Respondent: Hambledon Land [32950] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of the VALP providing a policy specifically dedicated to
ensuring the provision of housing to meet the needs of older people. Policy H6b provides a
positive policy framework to ensure that the specialist housing needs of older people within the
District are met across the plan period

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified
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32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: the proposed modification removes the requirement for a proportion of
market dwellings to be built to M4(3) 'wheelchair accessible dwellings'. Gladman are in support of
this proposed modification as this better aligns with the national guidance contained in the PPG
which when referring to M4(3) does so in relation to those dwellings where the LPA is in control of
allocating the housing (i.e. affordable housing) and not for general market housing.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: the proposed modification removes the requirement for a proportion of
market dwellings to be built to M4(3) 'wheelchair accessible dwellings'. Gladman are in support of
this proposed modification as this better aligns with the national guidance contained in the PPG
which when referring to M4(3) does so in relation to those dwellings where the LPA is in control of
allocating the housing (i.e. affordable housing) and not for general market housing.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A
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Full Text: BTC welcomes and supports the delivery of wheelchair accessibility to the maximum permitted by Central Government 
policy and provisions.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: BTC welcomes and supports the delivery of wheelchair accessibility to the maximum permitted by Central Government 
policy and provisions.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: the proposed modification removes the requirement for a proportion of
market dwellings to be built to M4(3) 'wheelchair accessible dwellings'. Gladman are in support of
this proposed modification as this better aligns with the national guidance contained in the PPG
which when referring to M4(3) does so in relation to those dwellings where the LPA is in control of
allocating the housing (i.e. affordable housing) and not for general market housing.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: supportive of this modification.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 2952 - 31896 - MM186 - None

2952 Support

MM186VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Planning must recognise the impacts of out of town developments on the local centres and the need to limit them

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Planning must recognise the impacts of out of town developments on the local centres and the need to limit them

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: Dear Sir/Madam
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Representations to the Main Modifications
Consultation
On behalf of our client, Coal Pensions Properties Limited, we write in relation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 
(VALP) Main Modifications consultation.
Coal Pensions Properties Limited is an important stakeholder in Aylesbury. Its interest relates to Broadfields Retail 
Park, which performs an important shopping role within Aylesbury. Our comments relate to retail uses and other main 
town centre development in out of centre locations (Policy E5). We previously submitted
representations in relation to this draft policy, prepared a Hearing Statement and attended the Examination in Public in 
July 2018 on our client's behalf.
Policy E5 - Development outside Town Centre
Our previous representations related to the appropriateness of a 400 sq m impact assessment threshold, and the 
consistency of policy E5 with national planning guidance. The policy has now been significantly simplified from the 
previous version and we welcome this change. We set our comments on the two criteria of the policy below.
Criterion A
We note that within the main modifications (ref. MM185) Policy E5 has been amended to increase the
requirement for an impact assessment threshold to 1,500 sq m for schemes that are likely to affect Aylesbury town 
centre. Whilst we support the differentiation between Aylesbury and the rest of the District and the increase in the 
impact threshold for the former, we consider that a threshold of 2,500 sq m would be more
appropriate for Aylesbury in line with the NPPF. There is no evidence to suggest that developments under the NPPF 
threshold would have a significant adverse impact on Aylesbury town centre. We consider an increase to 2,500 sq m 
would be appropriate for the reasons set out in our previous Hearing Statement.
Criterion B
We consider that the wording of this part of the policy is unclear as it seems to suggest that all out of centre proposals 
will need to assess their impact on existing, committed and planned public and/or private investment, regardless of 
scale. The impact assessment threshold within Criterion A relates to the assessment of impact on vitality/viability and 
investment. The Policy needs to be amended for consistency
with the NPPF. We therefore suggest the following revised wording to clarify the policy:
"Where an impact assessment is required under criterion a./ of this policy, the proposal does not have a significant 
adverse impact..." (Lichfields bold).
We trust that the above comments will be of assistance prior to the adoption of the Local Plan. Please do not hesitate 
to contact me or my colleague Peter Wilks if you require further information regarding these
comments.
Yours faithfully
Zahra Waters
Senior Planner
Enc. Hearing Statement dated 18 June 2018

Change to Plan Criterion A.
We consider that a threshold of 2,500 sq m would be more
appropriate for Aylesbury in line with the NPPF. There is no evidence to suggest that developments under the NPPF 
threshold would have a significant adverse impact on Aylesbury town centre. We consider an increase to 2,500 sq m 
would be appropriate for the reasons set out in our previous Hearing Statement.
Criterion B.
The Policy needs to be amended for consistency with the NPPF. We therefore suggest the following revised wording to 
clarify the policy:
"Where an impact assessment is required under criterion a./ of this policy, the proposal does not have a significant 
adverse impact..." (Lichfields bold).

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Our previous representations related to the appropriateness of a 400 sq m impact assessment threshold, and the 
consistency of policy E5 with national planning guidance. The policy has now been significantly simplified from the 
previous version and we welcome this change. We set our comments on the two criteria of the policy below.

Respondent: Lichfields (Zahra Waters) [32084] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: D7 / E5- Promotes support for local centres (considers effects of out of town shopping etc to be detrimental)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The proposed extension of Policy E6 (under the heading Development within Primary Shopping Area outside Primary 
and Secondary Frontages) is unjustified, unnecessary and likely to lead to confusion because of overlap with Policies 
D6, D7 and allocation D-AYL063.
Instead provision should be made in Policy D7 for the new frontages in the development of the Exchange Street car 
park to be primary frontages.

Change to Plan Delete the proposed extension of Policy E6  (modification MM189). Add the following after the third sentence of Policy 
D7 "The main frontages within the Exchange Street car park redevelopment will be primary frontages".
Add the following at the end of Policy D8  "In considering proposals for the new retail development intended to serve 
the town as a whole or its wider catchment priority will be given to locations within the Primary Shopping Area followed 
by other town centre locations on the edge of the Primary Shopping Area".

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: The proposed extension of Policy E6 (under the heading Development within Primary Shopping Area outside Primary 
and Secondary Frontages) is unjustified, unnecessary and likely to lead to confusion because of overlap with Policies 
D6, D7 and allocation D-AYL063.
Instead provision should be made in Policy D7 for the new frontages in the development of the Exchange Street car 
park to be primary frontages.

Respondent: AOTRA (Mr  Adrian Harford) [28821] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Comments with paragraph reference:

Background

I notice that the unit of measurement used throughout the report is metric i.e. Kilometres and sqm
Given that all road signs are in miles and very few of the public reading this document use metric I think it would be 
useful if distances were given in miles (imperial) as well as metric.

Some of my comments are duplicated as some of the VALP statements overlap.

1.15  The report says the indicative target for convenience floor space is 6,980 sqm in Aylesbury town  centre by 2033. 
 Given the increase in the town's population over the past 10 years, vacant shop floor space has  increased. This is 
particularly true with Vale Retail Park, Friars' Square and Hale Leys. With the  increase in on-line shopping I would say 
that this figure is optimistic.

Strategic Delivery 

4.17  The report says 'to continue to grow the town successfully, key transport issues need addressing  including 
tackling congestion, managing demand, enhancing access, increasing active travel and
 enhancing public transport in Aylesbury'. 
 One key issue is the completion of the ring road. This is reliant on HS2 and the developers. Two key  parts of the ring 
road are missing and are unlikely to be built. These are a link road north from A413 to  the A418 and west from the 
A418 to Berryfields on the A41. In addition the ring Roads are not  conformal dual carriage way but a mixture of 
carriageways.

4.18  The Aylesbury Transport Strategy says it wants to - 
 * Improve transport access and movement to the town centre.
  From the south there are only two ways into Aylesbury. One is Tring Road and the other is Walton  gyratory. There is 
no mention on how these two pinch points can be overcome. The chance of widening  lower High Street by compulsory 
purchase has been lost as overdevelopment has taken place right up  to the pavement edge. 
 * Minimise the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality.
  This could be contradictory to later statements in the report saying that an increase in the use of the  town centre is 
envisaged to help the economy and help with its vibrancy.
 * Make it easier and more accessible through provision of walking and cycling connections and the
 use of public transport. 
 Cycling is decreasing in the town and walking is only possible from homes within less than a mile of  the centre. Given 
that buses are heavily subsidised and most routes stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still  be used as the primary means of 
access to the town centre. 

4.21  The report says 'In creating a Garden Town, the Plan must include green spaces and natural  environments for  
local communities. Strategic multi-functional green infrastructure assets should be  identified, retained and enhanced, 
including improving connectivity through the development of green
 corridors. Local open spaces should be protected and where possible connected to strategic
 multi-functional green infrastructure networks.
  With the exception of the Canal, green corridors are  not possible into the town centre. If anything any  green space in 
or near to the town centre has been identified elsewhere the report as prime development  land i.e. Thame Road, 
Ardenham Lane and  Friarage Road

4.19 Quoting from the report 'The Aylesbury Transport Strategy builds on previous and currently planned  
improvements to  transport infrastructure. The initial work has identified a list of potential transport  interventions 
Proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan as Proposed to be Modified 70 for Aylesbury  which will enable growth, 
influence travel behaviour and meet the strategic objectives'
 My comments are as follows on the objectives 
 * completing a series of outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre and allow
 public transport priority improvements to take place on the main radial roads closer to the town
 centre, improving public transport journey time reliability. 
 As already mentioned elsewhere in my comments this wish is entirely dependent on developers and  HS2. Two big 
gaps in the scheme look as though they will never be accomplished.
 * implementing an overarching strategy to connect new developments, with each other, to key
 destinations and to the town centre by active travel and public transport.
  Transport for Bucks are  already making it difficult to connect communities. I would point out a  series of no right turns 
implemented on major routes into the town. i.e.  A4157 Douglas Road into  Stocklake, A418 onto Churchill Avenue
 * considering new ways to redesign roads within central area of Aylesbury to ensure access for all.
 This is difficult with the A41 running through the town centre and no room for widening. The 20 mph  speed limit within 
the inner ring road is not enforced and Bucks CC policies (street parking) allow free  movement of traffic in so called 
pedestrian areas such as the High Street and Market Square. The idea  to traffic calm Exchange Street is ludicrous and 
has been spoken about for at least 20 years but never  implemented.

Respondent: Cllr Roger King [32774] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.30 The report says 'Aylesbury's most valued assets such as the historic old town, conservation areas, the  river 
Thame, the Grand Union Canal and Hartwell House historic park and garden will be protected  and enhanced, allowing 
communities to celebrate their history, their identity and their diversity'.  There is no mention of the River Bearbrook 
which is a great underused asset running through the town  centre, most of which cannot be seen. This is probably 
because the plan is to culvert it for more  development. 
 'The growth will be planned in a way which minimises the need to travel by private car, with more and  more people 
choosing to walk, cycle or use public transport through integrated forward looking and  accessible transport options 
which supports economic prosperity and wellbeing for residents. Traffic  growth will be managed to control congestion'.
  I have mentioned this elsewhere but will repeat my comments. Cycling is decreasing in the town and  walking is only 
possible from homes within less than  a mile of the centre. Given that buses are heavily  subsidised and most routes 
stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still be used as the primary means of access  to the town centre. 
 * All residents will feel a strong sense of distinctive local identity as part of the garden community of  Aylesbury Garden 
Town, including residents and visitors to its attractive and functioning centre.
 This is a major task for an incoming council. Over 15% of Aylesbury's population are from other  ethnic origins. Very 
few participate in the leisure activities in the town be it theatre, cinema,  restaurants, pubs or the arts centre. This 
statement is a meaningless  just to be politically correct. 

4.209  The report makes a number of statements relating to Aylesbury Town Centre. 'Market Square, Walton  Street 
and Friars Square. Make more of the area's presence as a key retail, catering and leisure hub.  Town centre policies to 
support proposals for retail and other main town centre uses, provided they are  in accordance with the vision and aims 
for the town centre Kingsbury (including George Street and  Pebble Lane)'. 
 At present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Ling Lionel

 Create a more attractive environment for residents, visitors and businesses and improve it as the  gateway to the Old 
Town. Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving
 the quality of the town centre Aylesbury Old Town (the historic quarter). Preserve and enhance this  residential area as 
a key part of the town's heritage and culture offer and improve its links with the rest  of the town centre, in keeping with 
its conservation area status Heritage assets policy to ensure these
 are properly considered when assessing development proposals. 
 I very much support this initiative but it needs to be carried through. The hidden gem of the old town  has been 
neglected for too long. i) Poor surfaces, cobbles and brick sets tarmacked over by utility  companies, bad potholes. ii) 
Poorly placed  traffic signage iii) pedestrian areas are not safe and are not  policed. Traffic ignore speed restrictions 
and one way streets.

 Gateway South (railway and bus stations) Improve the railway and bus stations as key arrival points  and improve their 
connection with the rest of the town centre. Allocation of area for comprehensive
 redevelopment (as shown on the policies map) including co-locating the bus and railway stations to  create a public 
transport interchange.
  By far this is the daftest idea in the town centre plan. Firstly the bus station in its present form brings  passengers 
directly into the heart of the town. The new scheme would add a physical barrier in the A41  in order to get to the town 
centre. Older visitors to the town centre would not want to walk that  distance. Morrison's is a much used supermarket 
particularly for the residents across the Bourg bridge  in Southcourt. The demolition of the supermarket would deplete 
the shopping offer in the town centre,  something VALP says it wants to enhance. This idea should be depleted from 
VALP along with the  demolition of the Friars Square car park. 

 Upper and middle High street Create a more attractive retail environment (especially in middle
 High Street), improve connections between upper High Street and Exchange Street, ensure both upper
 and middle High Street are part of the retail circuit and flow with the rest of the town centre. 
 I oppose the demolition of the former Granada cinema/Gals bingo hall. This should be made a central  feature of the 
generation of the High Street

 Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving the quality of the town  centre, including 
improvements for pedestrian access Cambridge Street, Buckingham Street and New  Street. Cambridge Street: 
Improve the quality and attractiveness of the whole area, the continuity of  active frontages along Cambridge Street and 
the appeal of Cambridge Street to independent shops.
 I applaud this idea, although it is not a new ambition. Bucks County Council have introduced parking  in Cambridge 
Street as a money making machine. There has never been a will to have a fully  pedestrianized area in the town centre 
or the will to enforce it. Active frontages would need fair  landlords and the enforcement of AVDC's own shop front 
policy.

 Buckingham Street and New Street: Improve the physical environment, reduce dominance of the car  and integrate the 
area more fully into the rest of the town centre and the retail Town centre policies to  support proposals for retail, public 
realm improvements and improving the quality of the town centre,  including improvements for pedestrian access.
  Buckingham Street once had an avenue of trees. As each one has been felled through one reason or  another they 
have never been replaced. Until Bucks CC or the new Unitary changes its policy of a  dislike for trees the town centre 
will lose more trees. Reasons given by Bucks CC include, leaf fall  hazard, cost of clearing up leaves, utility cables and 
loss of parking spaces.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Break down the concrete barrier of the inner ring road and improve links and accessibility from the  rest of the town 
centre to Aylesbury Waterside Theatre, Aqua Vale Leisure Centre, Vale Park and the  retail parks.  
 Given that the inner ring road are trunk routes, A41, A413 & A418 I don't see how this can be  achieved. Traffic is 
already gridlocked on these roads and adding pedestrians into the mix will only  make things worse. The mixed use 
areas at the top of Great Western Street and at the Bourg bridge  crossing of the A41 are an accident waiting to 
happen.
 
6.1 & 5 Employment and the Protection of key employment sites
  The report says 'The vision for the Plan in relation to employment is to ensure the availability of a  diverse and flexible 
range of employment opportunities for new and existing businesses, which match  the expectations for employment 
growth in the district. To support this, there is a need to maintain
 a flexible supply of employment land and premises. This includes making the best use of
 existing employment land and premises by retaining the most suitable sites and encouraging
 their refurbishment and renovation where necessary.' 
 Your own published data says the 2011 Census shows that 35,025 residents commute out of the district  to work 
(predominantly to areas just outside the district, but also further afield such as London), yet  office space in the town 
centre has almost  disappeared where office blocks have been converted to  residential. The Economic Development 
Team at AVDC have said that there is a shortage of office  space in and near to the town centre and supports the 
growth in office space in the local economy. Yet  they did nothing to stop the demolition of Derby House in Wendover 
Road or the conversion of small  and large offices blocks in Walton Street, Buckingham Street and Oxford Road. The 
loss of  employment space not only loses trade for shops in the week-day but also increases car journeys out of  town.

Primary shopping frontages

6.22 6.23 The council recognises the importance of the retail role of primary shopping frontages, and of having  a mix 
of uses within Aylesbury town centre, and says it will to ensure that A1 (shops) continue to  predominate while allowing 
some provision of A3 (restaurants and cafes) and A2 uses, provided the  overall mix of uses is considered acceptable. 
Whilst I applaud this approach as I have said previously
 at present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Long Lionel

E7 Tourism development
The plan says 'The council will promote a growing, sustainable tourism sector, and will support
proposals. Proposals for new or expanded tourism, visitor or leisure facilities will be supported
within or adjacent to settlements'. I would suggest reinstating a tourist office in Aylesbury and providing  decent stop 
offs and parking for coaches.

Heritage assets
VALP declares 'The historic environment is an asset of great cultural, social, economic 8.1 and environmental value. It 
contributes significantly to our quality of life and to the character of the district, representing
a non-renewable resource that once lost is gone forever' Yet in Aylesbury looking after the assets including listed 
buildings is poor. AVDC have only paid lip service in the pretence of protecting historic areas, conservation areas and 
listed buildings. Some examples:
i)  The civic group of buildings in Market Square including the old courts has been spoilt by adjacent over development 
of Friars Square with the garish frontage of the Metro bank.
ii) Taxis continue to use Market Square as a rank, hence spoiling the look of the conservation area and the listed civic 
buildings. . Bucks CC in the pursuit of income do not want to lose valuable meter parking. 
iii) The splendid Grade 2 listed Ardenham House in Oxford Road is spoilt by adjacent businesses, parking uncaring 
tenants and owners and the promise in VALP of future development nearby
iv) The grade 2 listed Walton Mill house continues to rot.

Conservation areas, listed buildings
8.10  VALP says 'Conservation areas are areas of special historic or architectural interest, the special  character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance. Conservation areas are  locally designated heritage assets. 
Conservation areas are designated by Aylesbury Vale District
 Council, according to strategy set out in the AVDC Conservation Areas Supplementary Planning
 Document (adopted March 2011)'.  
 Again just lip service. Aylesbury's 3 conservation areas continue to be spoilt by dustbins on show, poor  pavement and 
road surfaces, temporary signage such as adverts on Byron House railings in Wendover  Road and estate agent for 
sale boards and the abundance of weeds everywhere in the summer.

Registered historic parks and gardens & Scheduled monuments

I note that there I no mention of Quarrendon Leas on periphery of Aylesbury, owned and managed by Buckinghamshire 
Conservation Trust

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Heritage at Risk

8.38  The report says 'Investing in historic buildings can have a direct impact on the quality of life of  residents. Many 
buildings at risk have a rich historic legacy and contribute to local identity. The repair  and refurbishment of declining 
and/or derelict historic buildings can often be a catalyst in
 encouraging confidence and investment in an area. 
8.39  Wherever practicable the council will support endeavours to repair and reuse
 heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance and to provide long-term viable
 uses for buildings and structures that are vacant and at risk through cooperation with owners
 and Historic England. 
 AVDC's record of protecting assets is poor and again the comments above need  to be implemented.  We have lost in 
the past 30 years many historic unlisted buildings. These include Duck Cottages in  Green end, Oxford Road Mill, old 
police station in Walton Street, cattle market auction rings,  electricity showrooms in Exchange Street to name just a 
few.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Protected sites

9.56  VALP states 'Where tree loss is unavoidable, they should be replaced with suitable new planting,  either within the 
site or in the locality if this is more appropriate. Replacement planting should, as a
 minimum, be of commensurate value to that which is lost Development can make a positive
 contribution to the tree and hedgerow resource in the locality through new planting or the
 restoration and improved management of existing features. New plantings should endeavour
 to link up fragmented areas of existing woodland.' 
 Aylesbury continues to lose trees on important sites and they are not replaced. Where developments  have specified 
that tree planting should be carried out as screening, there is no enforcement id not  carried out.

My main interest has been focused on Aylesbury and particularly the town centre. There is much to commend the 
report but also much is repeated. It seems to me that authors of the report have no empathy with the town and possibly 
do not live in the town. There is no talk on how any of the plans and schemes will be funded.  I await with some 
enthusiasm. 

Cllr Roger King 

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: 6.22 6.23 The council recognises the importance of the retail role of primary shopping frontages, and of having a mix of 
uses within Aylesbury town centre, and says it will to ensure that A1 (shops) continue to predominate while allowing 
some provision of A3 (restaurants and cafes) and A2 uses, provided the  overall mix of uses is considered acceptable. 
Whilst I applaud this approach as I have said previously at present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are 
allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e. 10. High Street & new units in Long Lionel

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

RJK submission on VALP redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Waddesdon Estate / National Trust remain broadly in support of the Council's amended policy relating to 'tourism', 
subject to AVDC adopting a positive approach to these 'key' providers complex organisation needs within the 
countryside.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Waddesdon Estate / National Trust remain broadly in support of the Council's amended policy relating to 'tourism', 
subject to AVDC adopting a positive approach to these 'key' providers complex organisation needs within the 
countryside.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: In brief, the ATS:
a. Is based on below-standard modelling at County and District
level, with the Aylesbury element only validated for one small
part .
b. Lacks a sound evidence base, with inadequate and incomplete
data gathering
c. Will not obtain DfT funding for schemes listed in MM210
because of failure to comply with DfT standards
d. Proposes a set of timescales that are highly questionable on
logistical and financial grounds
e. Gives no confidence that the Highway Authority (BCC) has
reacted in any sort of positive manner to the Inspector's
comments and questions in July 2018, despite being on record
as having given a clear impression that work would be done to
satisfy him
(officer summary)

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: In brief, the ATS:
a. Is based on below-standard modelling at County and District
level, with the Aylesbury element only validated for one small
part .
b. Lacks a sound evidence base, with inadequate and incomplete
data gathering
c. Will not obtain DfT funding for schemes listed in MM210
because of failure to comply with DfT standards
d. Proposes a set of timescales that are highly questionable on
logistical and financial grounds
e. Gives no confidence that the Highway Authority (BCC) has
reacted in any sort of positive manner to the Inspector's
comments and questions in July 2018, despite being on record
as having given a clear impression that work would be done to
satisfy him
(officer summary)

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Contradictory evidence is now presented. BTS takes a holistic approach, but ED 214A&B take a selective site based 
approach to justify a major modification which undermines the BTS. The conclusions drawn from ED214 A&B and ED 
215A, expressed in ED 215B are flawed.

Change to Plan VALP requires further transport modelling in relation to Buckingham.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: Contradictory evidence is now presented. BTS takes a holistic approach, but ED 214A&B take a selective site based 
approach to justify a major modification which undermines the BTS. The conclusions drawn from ED214 A&B and ED 
215A, expressed in ED 215B are flawed.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: This evidence is contradictory. The BTS may represent as claimed a holistic approach, and further evidence such as 
ED214A&B a more detailed individualised approach, but there is no explanation of why the Western Relief Road has 
been dropped, and why lower scoring mitigation has been prioritised. References in site allocations MM006; BUC046 
etc. to contributions to BTS infrastructure give no guidance/confused guidance as to priority of the possible mitigations.

Change to Plan Further traffic modelling is required.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: This evidence is contradictory. The BTS may represent as claimed a holistic approach, and further evidence such as 
ED214A&B a more detailed individualised approach, but there is no explanation of why the Western Relief Road has 
been dropped, and why lower scoring mitigation has been prioritised. References in site allocations MM006; BUC046 
etc. to contributions to BTS infrastructure give no guidance/confused guidance as to priority of the possible mitigations.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: MM210 - New Policy T3 Supporting local transport schemes

The single most high scoring mitigation for transport relief around Buckingham is the western relief road, while the 
lowest, (which will not provide mitigation, relative to the growth forecast in VALP for the town), has been prioritised.  
Until the western relief road is re-instated as priority, no further development should proceed beyond that which is being 
built.
The updated Traffic Modelling in the BTS (May 2019) identifies further development at BUC051 as having an 
unacceptable impact on town centre congestion.   But it is inconsistent not to take a holistic view of the additional 
allocated development sites BU043 and MMO006, whose location will necessitate larger traffic flows into the town 
centre and have a greater detrimental impact on Buckingham.  It is therefore meaningless to require "appropriate 
funding to elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy" without undertaking new traffic modelling for the cumulative 
effect of ALL developments proposed within a 3 mile radius of Buckingham.

Change to Plan Present traffic modelling lacks consistency and coherence and fails to consider adequately traffic flows that would be 
generated by developments outside the immediate centre of Buckingham town. All developments within 3 miles must 
be included at the very minimum,

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Appropriate funding towards the Buckingham Transport Strategy must include the western relief road.  There is a lack 
of consistency in the updated traffic modelling, which does not take into account the equally damaging traffic flows from 
other development sites dependent on the town centre.

Respondent: Maids Moreton Parish Council (Clerk to the 

Council) [30429]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. The flaws in the County Model (see MM202 and 203) apply to the Buckingham Transport
Strategy

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2946 - 30444 - MM206 - i, ii, iii

2946 Object

MM206VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: References to Buckingham Transport Strategy have been deleted and presumably its proposals are no longer part of 
the T1. Therefore, what is the status of the BTS and references throughout VALP? This seems to present a confused 
picture, and how will "required" improvements be identified?

Change to Plan Clarification as to the status of Buckingham Transport Strategy and a consistent approach taken throughout.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: References to Buckingham Transport Strategy have been deleted and presumably its proposals are no longer part of 
the T1. Therefore, what is the status of the BTS and references throughout VALP? This seems to present a confused 
picture, and how will "required" improvements be identified?

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3160 - 28418 - MM206 - None

3160 Object

MM206VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I am writing to express my extreme concern about this plan, especially in relation to the planned housing growth and 
the lack of joined up planning in relation to the necessary infrastructure and, especially, roads. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already extremely congested, even at non-peak times. There seems to be no 
current investment or plan to ameliorate this problem. The current building of houses and estates is causing additional 
problems, making it difficult or impossible to make journeys of any predictable duration. Yet the Plan shows no 
evidence of any updated transport assessment. 

This suggests to me that there is no real understanding in the councils' planning processes of how to plan for the travel 
needs of housing growth. The dramatic growth of housing build is itself a dreadful mishmash of unconnected thinking, 
and the absence of sufficient associated planning for the appropriate road and communication systems is insane. The 
plan seems utterly to fail in its apparent objective to "meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements". As a resident of the area, a rates payer and contributor to the general economy of the area, I am 
appalled by the clear disconnect between the council planning process and general resident opinions. The whole 
housing issue is in need of a profound rethink to avoid the creation of permanent stressful living in a blighted and traffic-
jammed locality. As with HS2, the planning seems to have been undertaken with no real ear for those affected. I am 
appalled.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The road network in the Aylesbury area is already extremely congested, even at non-peak times. There seems to be no 
current investment or plan to ameliorate this problem. The current building of houses and estates is causing additional 
problems, making it difficult or impossible to make journeys of any predictable duration. Yet the Plan shows no 
evidence of any updated transport assessment.

Respondent: Mr John Howard [28418] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3383 - 32882 - MM206 - None

3383 Support

MM206VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Consortium supports the modification proposed by MM206 to encourage modal shift to more sustainable forms of 
transport. 

The commitment to this objective at D-AGT1 is reflected in the [attached] Framework Masterplan and exemplified by 
the current application by Lands Improvement, which promotes a transport strategy designed to promote travel choice 
and encourage and accommodate a positive change in the propensity for more socially inclusive and sustainable living 
and travel. This includes a significant package of proposed enhancements to mobility and sustainable 
travel.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3544 - 32942 - MM206 - ii, iii

3544 Object

MM206VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: 1. The strategy is fundamentally flawed and so this modified aim cannot be achieved.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3545 - 32942 - MM208 - i, ii, iii

3545 Object

MM208VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: 1. Simply rating elements of an insecure strategy and plan as 'critical' does not guarantee
that they are sound nor provide a reasonable chance that they can be delivered.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3270 - 28433 - MM209 - None

3270 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I am writing to express my extreme concern about this plan, especially in relation to the planned housing growth and 
the lack of joined up planning in relation to the necessary infrastructure and, especially, roads. 

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already extremely congested, even at non-peak times. There seems to be no 
current investment or plan to ameliorate this problem. The current building of houses and estates is causing additional 
problems, making it difficult or impossible to make journeys of any predictable duration. Yet the Plan shows no 
evidence of any updated transport assessment. 

This suggests to me that there is no real understanding in the councils' planning processes of how to plan for the travel 
needs of housing growth. The dramatic growth of housing build is itself a dreadful mishmash of unconnected thinking, 
and the absence of sufficient associated planning for the appropriate road and communication systems is insane. The 
plan seems utterly to fail in its apparent objective to "meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements". As a resident of the area, a rates payer and contributor to the general economy of the area, I am 
appalled by the clear disconnect between the council planning process and general resident opinions. The whole 
housing issue is in need of a profound rethink to avoid the creation of permanent stressful living in a blighted and traffic-
jammed locality. As with HS2, the planning seems to have been undertaken with no real ear for those affected. I am 
appalled.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Office's summary
The whole housing issue is in need of a profound rethink to avoid the creation of permanent stressful living in a blighted 
and traffic-jammed locality. As with HS2, the planning seems to have been undertaken with no real ear for those 
affected.

Respondent: Ms Josie Howard [28433] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3276 - 32900 - MM209 - None

3276 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I would like to comment on two of the issues being proposed in the local plan. 

Our first area of great concern is the increase in housing capacity from 'around' to 'at least' on five separate sites.

We feel the road network is straining at present and the extra housing numbers will cause gridlock. We feel this 
increase in numbers will not only impact on the road network but also on all facilities as schools, hospitals (already at 
capacity), and surgeries . In short we do not feel the plan seeks to meet development and infra structure requirements.

The other issue HS2, no decision has been taken on this gigantic costly project although much of the beautiful 
Buckinghamshire countryside has been devastated. How can this happen when the final agreement is still pending? It 
is a complete waste of the tax payers money!

We sincerely hope our comments are taken into account on challenging these very important issues.

Change to Plan Not stated

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The other issue HS2, no decision has been taken on this gigantic costly project although much of the beautiful 
Buckinghamshire countryside has been devastated. How can this happen when the final agreement is still pending? It 
is a complete waste of the tax payers money!

Respondent: Mrs Sharine Carter Allison [32900] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3277 - 31056 - MM209 - None

3277 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I would like to comment on two of the issues being proposed in the local plan. 

Our first area of great concern is the increase in housing capacity from 'around' to 'at least' on five separate sites.

We feel the road network is straining at present and the extra housing numbers will cause gridlock. We feel this 
increase in numbers will not only impact on the road network but also on all facilities as schools, hospitals (already at 
capacity), and surgeries . In short we do not feel the plan seeks to meet development and infra structure requirements.

The other issue HS2, no decision has been taken on this gigantic costly project although much of the beautiful 
Buckinghamshire countryside has been devastated. How can this happen when the final agreement is still pending? It 
is a complete waste of the tax payers money!

We sincerely hope our comments are taken into account on challenging these very important issues.

Change to Plan No comment

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
The other issue HS2, no decision has been taken on this gigantic costly project although much of the beautiful 
Buckinghamshire countryside has been devastated. How can this happen when the final agreement is still pending? It 
is a complete waste of the tax payers money!

Respondent: Mr Keith Allison [31056] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3291 - 28450 - MM209 - None

3291 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Once again the views of people directly affected by such large scale housing developments in the Vale of Aylesbury is 
being totally ignored. For example, . Housing numbers have been either increased or now qualified by 'at least' 
indicating a desire to build more rather than less or manageable developments.
. No evidence of improvements to road infrastructures which have become increasingly over congested creating 
queuing throughout the day, particularly at morning peaks and school times leading to delay, frustration and excessive 
pollution. Any accident, roadwork or similar incident causes major traffic holdups for long periods of time.
. In the context of a 'Garden Town' , the image portrayed by this Plan of large scale house building, heavily congested 
roads and a polluted environment fails to enthuse me and suggests little consideration has been given to alternative 
solutions.
. The replacement of roundabouts and the ever increasing traffic lights are not the solution and continue to restrict 
traffic flows and increase the risk of congestion and associated disruption to day to day travel.
. The proposed elevated road development over the railway line to Stoke Mandeville is dependent on HS2 funding. This 
suggests a convenient 'grab' at possible funding and not a well thought out solution to the traffic issues and the need 
for a bypass route around the town. The prospect of this 'rat run' being created horrifies me and would only result in yet 
more bottlenecks as motorists and emergency services seek alternatives to an already congested road network.

As notified to you in previous correspondence I continue to object to these proposals and do not consider the 
modifications made adequately matches the need for good infrastructure that would meet the proposed development 
demands in terms of roads, services and the environment.

Change to Plan Not given

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The proposed elevated road development over the railway line to Stoke Mandeville is dependent on HS2 funding. This 
suggests a convenient 'grab' at possible funding and not a well thought out solution to the traffic issues and the need 
for a bypass route around the town. The prospect of this 'rat run' being created horrifies me and would only result in yet 
more bottlenecks as motorists and emergency services seek alternatives to an already congested road network.

Respondent: W K Boxhall [28450] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3297 - 30264 - MM209 - None

3297 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION 
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway: In the modified Plan, we would have expected the Council to build the Oxford - 
Cambridge Expressway major road infrastructure project fully into their plan. However, they have deleted reference to it 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39). 
And they state (para 3.81) merely that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They 
have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). There seems to be an 
absence of strategic thinking and planning here by AVDC and BCC. This is hardly the most appropriate strategy when 
considered against reasonable alternatives, such as East-West Rail. A considerable amount of housing development is 
dependent upon the Expressway going ahead. 
Housing numbers: In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised: 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757". 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358".
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000".
The road network in the Aylesbury area is already severely congested, particularly at peak periods and whenever there 
is an accident or roadworks. Yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these 
modified figures. In this respect AVDC and BCC are seriously deficient in their ability and desire to plan adequately for 
the effects on traffic of housing in this area. Therefore, in our view, the Plan fails to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements. 
HS2: The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet HS2 is still 
under review and no decision on this project has been taken. Consequently the Plan clearly cannot be approved until 
that final decision has been reached. Until it is, AVDC and BCC cannot know the extent to which HS2 will contribute to 
the funding of their desired road system. In the meantime there is much uncertainty about whether the Plan can seek to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Change to Plan No comment provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
HS2: The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet HS2 is still 
under review and no decision on this project has been taken. Consequently the Plan clearly cannot be approved until 
that final decision has been reached. Until it is, AVDC and BCC cannot know the extent to which HS2 will contribute to 
the funding of their desired road system. In the meantime there is much uncertainty about whether the Plan can seek to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley  Bull [30264] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3306 - 32903 - MM209 - None

3306 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Having seen the plan for the main modifications to the VALP, I am somewhat exasperated by the way that this has 
been approached. 

With specific regard to the traffic plan - something that was heavily criticised in the Inspector's report - the modified 
report appears to have added to the traffic congestion rather than reduce it. The numbers of houses intending to be 
built have now been increased from the original plans. There appear now to be 'at least' an extra 380 houses which 
would equate to yet further 750 vehicles. How does this equate to a modulation of traffic plan to relieve the dreadful 
congestion we already experience.

In addition the VALP makes the continued supposition that HS2 will be delivered, and so fund part of the 'ring road'. 
Given that there is fierce debate at Government level and with major political opposition from all Buckinghamshire's 
MPs this is far from definite and cannot possibly be part of a structured plan for the future. Without the 'ring road' the 
whole plan fails.

In all how can this show that the modified plan"has been positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed 
development and infrastructure requirements" ? It sounds much more like a plan that 'hopefully should work' rather 
than plan which is a positive future vision to create a thriving efficient community attractive to business etc..

Whilst not averse to the increase to housing numbers nationally and our part in its achievement, the goal surely was 
never intended to be met by bringing the whole of Aylesbury Vale to a standstill. This Modified VALP continues to be 
flawed.

Change to Plan Not provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
In addition the VALP makes the continued supposition that HS2 will be delivered, and so fund part of the 'ring road'. 
Given that there is fierce debate at Government level and with major political opposition from all Buckinghamshire's 
MPs this is far from definite and cannot possibly be part of a structured plan for the future. Without the 'ring road' the 
whole plan fails.

Respondent: Mr Roger  Green [32903] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3372 - 28439 - MM209 - None

3372 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We writing to raise our concerns regarding the proposed Modified Vale of Aylesbury plan.

Firstly the withdrawal of positive support of the Oxford /Cambridge Expressway road. We feel that this is a short sighted 
move and is this the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives? The new road will 
reduce congestion on alternative routes and improve not only the lives of those living in the surrounding areas but will 
open up the job opportunities for those potentially new house buyers/renters in the new houses being built.
An unspecified point in the future is a not a solution to the problem and indeed cause potentially cause more 
problems/inconvenience in the future. 

Secondly, we are very concerned of the potential implications of the increase in housing numbers from 6,771 to approx. 
8705 homes on top of the housing projects already underway or completed. leading to the population increasing by at 
least 40,000 many of whom will be driving - if not immediately then in the foreseeable future- adding additional 35,000 
cars to an already congested traffic system( have you tried to drive into/around/through Aylesbury/Stoke Mandiville 
during normal working hours - it adds additional time and pollution to any journey). 
The Planners need to seek to meet the objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements to build the 
housing proposed and that already agreed and built.By that I mean schools( both primary and senior),doctors and 
surgeries, hospital beds, social services, policing ,refuse collection, jobs and bus routes etc.
It is not just Stoke Mandiville that will be affected by this proposal but also the surrounding villages such as Weston 
Turnville and Aston Clinton, both of which has already had numerous new housing developments built in the last 5 
years, which has added to vehicular congestion. David Liddington MP was aware of the issue in Aston Clinton was 
trying to help to reduce the traffic concerns of local residents prior to the election and hopefully Robert Butler MP will 
continue to do so.

Thirdly, D-AGT2 is a crucial part of the proposal and is reliant on HS2 being approved .
Have the planners looked at an alternative if HS2 is not approved in regards to current proposed building/planning and 
how would it meet the current objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Lastly ,how does the planning of infrastructure and development requirements of the Aylesbury Garden Town proposal 
impact on Modified Aylesbury Vale Plan?

We are both concerned that Aylesbury Vale is has not looked fully at the impact on their existing residents when 
undertaking this plan( which we are given to believe includes taking on new housing requirements of neighbouring 
areas- Chesham) and not building the infrastructure that actually support that development. They are turning it from an 
area where people chose to live to an area where they don't.

Change to Plan Comment not made

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
It is not just Stoke Mandiville that will be affected by this proposal but also the surrounding villages such as Weston 
Turnville and Aston Clinton, both of which has already had numerous new housing developments built in the last 5 
years, which has added to vehicular congestion.  

Thirdly, D-AGT2 is a crucial part of the proposal and is reliant on HS2 being approved .
Have the planners looked at an alternative if HS2 is not approved in regards to current proposed building/planning and 
how would it meet the current objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Respondent: Ms Julie Williams [28439] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3478 - 32938 - MM209 - None

3478 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We feel that this Modified Local Plan has a number of major flaws and should not be submitted to the Inspector in it's 
current form.

Housing Numbers

It shows an increase in the number of New Home planned for the larger developments D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and 
D-AGT4 and fails to take into account the number of new homes currently being constructed on a large number of 
developments in Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Bishopstone, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville, Bierton and Marsworth. 
These current development are considerably adding to the strain being put on the local infrastructure, eg. roads, trains, 
education, doctors and hospitals etc. The new increased numbers of new homes shown in the modified plan, will only 
reduce the quality of life in the area. 
All major routes in and out of Aylesbury are already heavily congested now, with vehicles often travelling at walking 
pace at peak times. This plan offers no change to the current situation and vehicle movements will only get worse. 
What does this say about AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? How does this make you feel? Could you 
agree or disagree that this is the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what are your 
thoughts ?
HS2
The Plan relise heavily on funds being made available from HS2 (para 4.44) to construct the area D-AGT2. However 
this project is under threat and no final decision has been made on whether it will scrapped or goes ahead. The Plan 
cannot be approved until there is a final decision on HS2.
Surely this is not the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what does it say about 
AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? What do you make of this?

Oxford to Cambridge Expressway

The Modified Plan make reference to this project several times, but fails to link any road infrastructure projects into the 
plan. They have also deleted reference to any major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para 3.39) and 
state they may (para 3.81) consider them at some unspecified time in the future. It would also appear that they no 
longer support the project.
This does not give a very good account of the AVDC and BCC strategic thinking and planning. How does this make you 
feel and what do you make of it?

Earlier Planning applications have been rejected by the government Inspector on the basis of the Aylesbury Road 
Network will not cope with the increase of traffic flow. However this plan shows there will be a considerable increase in 
the number of vehicles on our roads but fails to produce an update of any transport assessment based of the new 
homes to be built.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Officer's summary
HS2
The Plan relise heavily on funds being made available from HS2 (para 4.44) to construct the area D-AGT2. However 
this project is under threat and no final decision has been made on whether it will scrapped or goes ahead. The Plan 
cannot be approved until there is a final decision on HS2.
Surely this is not the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what does it say about 
AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? What do you make of this

Respondent: Susan & Rex Horton  [32938] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3507 - 29611 - MM209 - None

3507 Object

MM209VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Housing Numbers.

There are several increases in housing numbers in the modifications, yet there is no assessment of the additional 
impact on traffic.
I live on the A413 and the congestion brings traffic to a crawl during both the morning and evening rush hour. More 
houses means more traffic and worse congestion, how does that fit with Aylesbury being a Garden City - are the 
planners trying to grow pollution?

A single traffic incident in Aylesbury results in gridlock. Even the police recently posted advice about a recent incident - 
"just avoid the area"! 

The traffic problem needs to be sort BEFORE any additional housing.

HS2 and Oxford Cambridge Expressway.

The modifications include references to both HS2 and the Oxford Cambridge Expressway as individual discrete items. 
This is an absolute nonsense. If two major investments do not co-ordinate and integrate they are both failing to address 
basic principles. The VALP needs to consider the integration of the two schemes and how they will impact / benefit the 
area. A simple application of logic says there will be a "Parkway" station at the intersection and that will have 
consequences for VALP.

Change to Plan The VALP needs to consider the integration of HS2 and the Oxford Cambridge Expressway and how they will impact / 
benefit the area

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The modifications include references to both HS2 and the Oxford Cambridge Expressway as individual discrete items. 
This is an absolute nonsense. If two major investments do not co-ordinate and integrate they are both failing to address 
basic principles. The VALP needs to consider the integration of the two schemes and how they will impact / benefit the 
area. A simple application of logic says there will be a "Parkway" station at the intersection and that will have 
consequences for VALP.

Respondent: Ether Solutions (Mr David Martin) [29611] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Comments with paragraph reference:

Background

I notice that the unit of measurement used throughout the report is metric i.e. Kilometres and sqm
Given that all road signs are in miles and very few of the public reading this document use metric I think it would be 
useful if distances were given in miles (imperial) as well as metric.

Some of my comments are duplicated as some of the VALP statements overlap.

1.15  The report says the indicative target for convenience floor space is 6,980 sqm in Aylesbury town  centre by 2033. 
 Given the increase in the town's population over the past 10 years, vacant shop floor space has  increased. This is 
particularly true with Vale Retail Park, Friars' Square and Hale Leys. With the  increase in on-line shopping I would say 
that this figure is optimistic.

Strategic Delivery 

4.17  The report says 'to continue to grow the town successfully, key transport issues need addressing  including 
tackling congestion, managing demand, enhancing access, increasing active travel and
 enhancing public transport in Aylesbury'. 
 One key issue is the completion of the ring road. This is reliant on HS2 and the developers. Two key  parts of the ring 
road are missing and are unlikely to be built. These are a link road north from A413 to  the A418 and west from the 
A418 to Berryfields on the A41. In addition the ring Roads are not  conformal dual carriage way but a mixture of 
carriageways.

4.18  The Aylesbury Transport Strategy says it wants to - 
 * Improve transport access and movement to the town centre.
  From the south there are only two ways into Aylesbury. One is Tring Road and the other is Walton  gyratory. There is 
no mention on how these two pinch points can be overcome. The chance of widening  lower High Street by compulsory 
purchase has been lost as overdevelopment has taken place right up  to the pavement edge. 
 * Minimise the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality.
  This could be contradictory to later statements in the report saying that an increase in the use of the  town centre is 
envisaged to help the economy and help with its vibrancy.
 * Make it easier and more accessible through provision of walking and cycling connections and the
 use of public transport. 
 Cycling is decreasing in the town and walking is only possible from homes within less than a mile of  the centre. Given 
that buses are heavily subsidised and most routes stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still  be used as the primary means of 
access to the town centre. 

4.21  The report says 'In creating a Garden Town, the Plan must include green spaces and natural  environments for  
local communities. Strategic multi-functional green infrastructure assets should be  identified, retained and enhanced, 
including improving connectivity through the development of green
 corridors. Local open spaces should be protected and where possible connected to strategic
 multi-functional green infrastructure networks.
  With the exception of the Canal, green corridors are  not possible into the town centre. If anything any  green space in 
or near to the town centre has been identified elsewhere the report as prime development  land i.e. Thame Road, 
Ardenham Lane and  Friarage Road

4.19 Quoting from the report 'The Aylesbury Transport Strategy builds on previous and currently planned  
improvements to  transport infrastructure. The initial work has identified a list of potential transport  interventions 
Proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan as Proposed to be Modified 70 for Aylesbury  which will enable growth, 
influence travel behaviour and meet the strategic objectives'
 My comments are as follows on the objectives 
 * completing a series of outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre and allow
 public transport priority improvements to take place on the main radial roads closer to the town
 centre, improving public transport journey time reliability. 
 As already mentioned elsewhere in my comments this wish is entirely dependent on developers and  HS2. Two big 
gaps in the scheme look as though they will never be accomplished.
 * implementing an overarching strategy to connect new developments, with each other, to key
 destinations and to the town centre by active travel and public transport.
  Transport for Bucks are  already making it difficult to connect communities. I would point out a  series of no right turns 
implemented on major routes into the town. i.e.  A4157 Douglas Road into  Stocklake, A418 onto Churchill Avenue
 * considering new ways to redesign roads within central area of Aylesbury to ensure access for all.
 This is difficult with the A41 running through the town centre and no room for widening. The 20 mph  speed limit within 
the inner ring road is not enforced and Bucks CC policies (street parking) allow free  movement of traffic in so called 
pedestrian areas such as the High Street and Market Square. The idea  to traffic calm Exchange Street is ludicrous and 
has been spoken about for at least 20 years but never  implemented.

Respondent: Cllr Roger King [32774] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.30 The report says 'Aylesbury's most valued assets such as the historic old town, conservation areas, the  river 
Thame, the Grand Union Canal and Hartwell House historic park and garden will be protected  and enhanced, allowing 
communities to celebrate their history, their identity and their diversity'.  There is no mention of the River Bearbrook 
which is a great underused asset running through the town  centre, most of which cannot be seen. This is probably 
because the plan is to culvert it for more  development. 
 'The growth will be planned in a way which minimises the need to travel by private car, with more and  more people 
choosing to walk, cycle or use public transport through integrated forward looking and  accessible transport options 
which supports economic prosperity and wellbeing for residents. Traffic  growth will be managed to control congestion'.
  I have mentioned this elsewhere but will repeat my comments. Cycling is decreasing in the town and  walking is only 
possible from homes within less than  a mile of the centre. Given that buses are heavily  subsidised and most routes 
stop after 8.00 pm, the car will still be used as the primary means of access  to the town centre. 
 * All residents will feel a strong sense of distinctive local identity as part of the garden community of  Aylesbury Garden 
Town, including residents and visitors to its attractive and functioning centre.
 This is a major task for an incoming council. Over 15% of Aylesbury's population are from other  ethnic origins. Very 
few participate in the leisure activities in the town be it theatre, cinema,  restaurants, pubs or the arts centre. This 
statement is a meaningless  just to be politically correct. 

4.209  The report makes a number of statements relating to Aylesbury Town Centre. 'Market Square, Walton  Street 
and Friars Square. Make more of the area's presence as a key retail, catering and leisure hub.  Town centre policies to 
support proposals for retail and other main town centre uses, provided they are  in accordance with the vision and aims 
for the town centre Kingsbury (including George Street and  Pebble Lane)'. 
 At present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Ling Lionel

 Create a more attractive environment for residents, visitors and businesses and improve it as the  gateway to the Old 
Town. Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving
 the quality of the town centre Aylesbury Old Town (the historic quarter). Preserve and enhance this  residential area as 
a key part of the town's heritage and culture offer and improve its links with the rest  of the town centre, in keeping with 
its conservation area status Heritage assets policy to ensure these
 are properly considered when assessing development proposals. 
 I very much support this initiative but it needs to be carried through. The hidden gem of the old town  has been 
neglected for too long. i) Poor surfaces, cobbles and brick sets tarmacked over by utility  companies, bad potholes. ii) 
Poorly placed  traffic signage iii) pedestrian areas are not safe and are not  policed. Traffic ignore speed restrictions 
and one way streets.

 Gateway South (railway and bus stations) Improve the railway and bus stations as key arrival points  and improve their 
connection with the rest of the town centre. Allocation of area for comprehensive
 redevelopment (as shown on the policies map) including co-locating the bus and railway stations to  create a public 
transport interchange.
  By far this is the daftest idea in the town centre plan. Firstly the bus station in its present form brings  passengers 
directly into the heart of the town. The new scheme would add a physical barrier in the A41  in order to get to the town 
centre. Older visitors to the town centre would not want to walk that  distance. Morrison's is a much used supermarket 
particularly for the residents across the Bourg bridge  in Southcourt. The demolition of the supermarket would deplete 
the shopping offer in the town centre,  something VALP says it wants to enhance. This idea should be depleted from 
VALP along with the  demolition of the Friars Square car park. 

 Upper and middle High street Create a more attractive retail environment (especially in middle
 High Street), improve connections between upper High Street and Exchange Street, ensure both upper
 and middle High Street are part of the retail circuit and flow with the rest of the town centre. 
 I oppose the demolition of the former Granada cinema/Gals bingo hall. This should be made a central  feature of the 
generation of the High Street

 Town centre policies to support public realm improvements and improving the quality of the town  centre, including 
improvements for pedestrian access Cambridge Street, Buckingham Street and New  Street. Cambridge Street: 
Improve the quality and attractiveness of the whole area, the continuity of  active frontages along Cambridge Street and 
the appeal of Cambridge Street to independent shops.
 I applaud this idea, although it is not a new ambition. Bucks County Council have introduced parking  in Cambridge 
Street as a money making machine. There has never been a will to have a fully  pedestrianized area in the town centre 
or the will to enforce it. Active frontages would need fair  landlords and the enforcement of AVDC's own shop front 
policy.

 Buckingham Street and New Street: Improve the physical environment, reduce dominance of the car  and integrate the 
area more fully into the rest of the town centre and the retail Town centre policies to  support proposals for retail, public 
realm improvements and improving the quality of the town centre,  including improvements for pedestrian access.
  Buckingham Street once had an avenue of trees. As each one has been felled through one reason or  another they 
have never been replaced. Until Bucks CC or the new Unitary changes its policy of a  dislike for trees the town centre 
will lose more trees. Reasons given by Bucks CC include, leaf fall  hazard, cost of clearing up leaves, utility cables and 
loss of parking spaces.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Break down the concrete barrier of the inner ring road and improve links and accessibility from the  rest of the town 
centre to Aylesbury Waterside Theatre, Aqua Vale Leisure Centre, Vale Park and the  retail parks.  
 Given that the inner ring road are trunk routes, A41, A413 & A418 I don't see how this can be  achieved. Traffic is 
already gridlocked on these roads and adding pedestrians into the mix will only  make things worse. The mixed use 
areas at the top of Great Western Street and at the Bourg bridge  crossing of the A41 are an accident waiting to 
happen.
 
6.1 & 5 Employment and the Protection of key employment sites
  The report says 'The vision for the Plan in relation to employment is to ensure the availability of a  diverse and flexible 
range of employment opportunities for new and existing businesses, which match  the expectations for employment 
growth in the district. To support this, there is a need to maintain
 a flexible supply of employment land and premises. This includes making the best use of
 existing employment land and premises by retaining the most suitable sites and encouraging
 their refurbishment and renovation where necessary.' 
 Your own published data says the 2011 Census shows that 35,025 residents commute out of the district  to work 
(predominantly to areas just outside the district, but also further afield such as London), yet  office space in the town 
centre has almost  disappeared where office blocks have been converted to  residential. The Economic Development 
Team at AVDC have said that there is a shortage of office  space in and near to the town centre and supports the 
growth in office space in the local economy. Yet  they did nothing to stop the demolition of Derby House in Wendover 
Road or the conversion of small  and large offices blocks in Walton Street, Buckingham Street and Oxford Road. The 
loss of  employment space not only loses trade for shops in the week-day but also increases car journeys out of  town.

Primary shopping frontages

6.22 6.23 The council recognises the importance of the retail role of primary shopping frontages, and of having  a mix 
of uses within Aylesbury town centre, and says it will to ensure that A1 (shops) continue to  predominate while allowing 
some provision of A3 (restaurants and cafes) and A2 uses, provided the  overall mix of uses is considered acceptable. 
Whilst I applaud this approach as I have said previously
 at present AVDC are not supporting their own policy and are allowing non-retail into key areas. i.e.  10. High Street & 
new units in Long Lionel

E7 Tourism development
The plan says 'The council will promote a growing, sustainable tourism sector, and will support
proposals. Proposals for new or expanded tourism, visitor or leisure facilities will be supported
within or adjacent to settlements'. I would suggest reinstating a tourist office in Aylesbury and providing  decent stop 
offs and parking for coaches.

Heritage assets
VALP declares 'The historic environment is an asset of great cultural, social, economic 8.1 and environmental value. It 
contributes significantly to our quality of life and to the character of the district, representing
a non-renewable resource that once lost is gone forever' Yet in Aylesbury looking after the assets including listed 
buildings is poor. AVDC have only paid lip service in the pretence of protecting historic areas, conservation areas and 
listed buildings. Some examples:
i)  The civic group of buildings in Market Square including the old courts has been spoilt by adjacent over development 
of Friars Square with the garish frontage of the Metro bank.
ii) Taxis continue to use Market Square as a rank, hence spoiling the look of the conservation area and the listed civic 
buildings. . Bucks CC in the pursuit of income do not want to lose valuable meter parking. 
iii) The splendid Grade 2 listed Ardenham House in Oxford Road is spoilt by adjacent businesses, parking uncaring 
tenants and owners and the promise in VALP of future development nearby
iv) The grade 2 listed Walton Mill house continues to rot.

Conservation areas, listed buildings
8.10  VALP says 'Conservation areas are areas of special historic or architectural interest, the special  character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance. Conservation areas are  locally designated heritage assets. 
Conservation areas are designated by Aylesbury Vale District
 Council, according to strategy set out in the AVDC Conservation Areas Supplementary Planning
 Document (adopted March 2011)'.  
 Again just lip service. Aylesbury's 3 conservation areas continue to be spoilt by dustbins on show, poor  pavement and 
road surfaces, temporary signage such as adverts on Byron House railings in Wendover  Road and estate agent for 
sale boards and the abundance of weeds everywhere in the summer.

Registered historic parks and gardens & Scheduled monuments

I note that there I no mention of Quarrendon Leas on periphery of Aylesbury, owned and managed by Buckinghamshire 
Conservation Trust

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Heritage at Risk

8.38  The report says 'Investing in historic buildings can have a direct impact on the quality of life of  residents. Many 
buildings at risk have a rich historic legacy and contribute to local identity. The repair  and refurbishment of declining 
and/or derelict historic buildings can often be a catalyst in
 encouraging confidence and investment in an area. 
8.39  Wherever practicable the council will support endeavours to repair and reuse
 heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance and to provide long-term viable
 uses for buildings and structures that are vacant and at risk through cooperation with owners
 and Historic England. 
 AVDC's record of protecting assets is poor and again the comments above need  to be implemented.  We have lost in 
the past 30 years many historic unlisted buildings. These include Duck Cottages in  Green end, Oxford Road Mill, old 
police station in Walton Street, cattle market auction rings,  electricity showrooms in Exchange Street to name just a 
few.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Protected sites

9.56  VALP states 'Where tree loss is unavoidable, they should be replaced with suitable new planting,  either within the 
site or in the locality if this is more appropriate. Replacement planting should, as a
 minimum, be of commensurate value to that which is lost Development can make a positive
 contribution to the tree and hedgerow resource in the locality through new planting or the
 restoration and improved management of existing features. New plantings should endeavour
 to link up fragmented areas of existing woodland.' 
 Aylesbury continues to lose trees on important sites and they are not replaced. Where developments  have specified 
that tree planting should be carried out as screening, there is no enforcement id not  carried out.

My main interest has been focused on Aylesbury and particularly the town centre. There is much to commend the 
report but also much is repeated. It seems to me that authors of the report have no empathy with the town and possibly 
do not live in the town. There is no talk on how any of the plans and schemes will be funded.  I await with some 
enthusiasm. 

Cllr Roger King 

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: 4.17  The report says 'to continue to grow the town successfully, key transport issues need addressing  including 
tackling congestion, managing demand, enhancing access, increasing active travel and enhancing public transport in 
Aylesbury'.  One key issue is the completion of the ring road. This is reliant on HS2 and the developers. Two key  parts 
of the ring road are missing and are unlikely to be built. These are a link road north from A413 to the A418 and west 
from the A418 to Berryfields on the A41. In addition the ring Roads are not  conformal dual carriage way but a mixture 
of carriageways.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

RJK submission on VALP redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. As this alignment is 'critical' to the proposed strategy, it cannot be judged to be sound
while there is uncertainty over HS2.
2. No decision as to the soundness of the plan can be delivered until a final decision over HS2
is taken. If HS2 is not delivered, then HS2 have confirmed that the realignment will not be
paid for.
3. The impact of the realignment not taking place is of utmost significance. The whole of the
strategy falls because people could not access the link road system unless they entered
through Stoke Mandeville Village. As it is part of the Wycombe Local Plan the Inspector
may not be aware of plans to build 3,000 houses just three 3 miles to the south of this
point. Any journeys north from that development must access the Aylesbury network.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan VALP should be more explicit that such measures are linked with the wider expectations in relation to the CaMKOx 
corridor (Policy T3 refers to the National Infrastructure Commission report 'Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the 
Cambridge Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc').

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Barwood welcome the fact that the VALP continues (via Policy T2) to safeguard and protect the implementation of 
schemes such as East West Rail.

However Barwood consider that the VALP should be more explicit that such measures are linked with the wider 
expectations in relation to the CaMKOx corridor (Policy T3 refers to the National Infrastructure Commission report 
'Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc').

Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Murray-Cox, David - Turley for Barwood Development_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

HS2

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed development and infra 
structure requirements.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. No alterations have been made to the transport assessment to take 
account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area knows from their daily experience 
that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only add to this and is unlikely to be 
ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The plan appears to have downgraded the plan so as to now take little or no account of this proposal. In particular its 
effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring 
cooperation. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being considered in the future.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Respondent: Mr Richard Makepeace [28660] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text:
Dear Sir,

Having studied the revised Vale of Aylesbury plan I have the following comments

Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Housing needs

D-AGT1-4 and D-HAL003 all change housing needs from 'around' a figure to a 'minimum' of the same figure implying 
that the number of houses is likely to be increased. Extra housing is in direct contradiction of the frequently expressed 
views of the residents as opposed to the views imposed by central government. No alterations have been made to the 
transport assessment to take account of this likely increase. As any resident in Aylesbury and the surrounding area 
knows from their daily experience that the transport infrastructure is grossly overloaded and any extra housing will only 
add to this and is unlikely to be ameliorated by any feasible transport infrastructure.

In this respect I believe the plan does not seek to meet objectively the assessed development and infrastructure 
requirements.

HS2 

D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2. This project is under major review and as such no plan 
can or should be based on this highly contentious plan going ahead as there is a clear possibility of there being 
cancellation now or in the future and in this important respective the plan doesn't meet objectively assessed 
development and infra structure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Oxford to Cambridge expressway

The plan now take little or no account of this proposal. It is only considered in a vague manner as possibly being 
considered in the future.
In particular its effects have been removed from the Spatial Vision and from the list of major infrastructure projects 
requiring cooperation.

This strategy does not seem to be one which has taken reasonable consideration of this agains of any other strategies 
into account.

Respondent: Susan Makepeace [30688] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. 

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
* D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
* D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590". 
* D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
* D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358" 
* D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

The road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested, yet the Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport 
assessment based on these new figures. 
The modified Plan fails to address the traffic congestion these new houses would generate. We both have to leave for 
work for work much earlier to avoid traffic delays. When there are any roadworks, water leaks, accidents etc. Aylesbury 
literally grinds to a halt. We are also concerned about the level of air pollution that would be generated.
We do not believe AVDC and BCC have planned fairly for the effects of traffic and strongly disagree that this seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

HS2

The area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet no decision as 
to this project has been taken. The Plan cannot be approved until that final decision. 
We feel work relating HS2 should not commence until the project has been finally approved, thus avoiding unnecessary 
devastation to the countryside, not to mention wasting vast amounts of money.

If HS2 does not go ahead, AVDC and BCC will not have the ability to fund their desired road system and we strongly 
disagree that this seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Yours faithfully

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. We would have expected the 
Council to build this major road infrastructure project fully into their plan at this stage. They have deleted the reference 
from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) 
and they state (para 3.81) only that they may potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future. They have 
also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 at paragraph 7.21). 
We do not believe this is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Shirley & Raymond Cox [30623] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Attn: The Planning officer for the VALP

Sir / Madam

In addition to my earlier comments about the VALP I would like the following point to the amendments to the VALP to 
be taken into consideration:

Thank you in advance.

Kind regards

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway 

In the modified Plan, the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway is referred to several times. One would have expected the 
AVDC and BCC to include this major road infrastructure project fully into their plans. However, not only have they have 
deleted the reference from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-
operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that they may "Potentially consider it at 
some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support for the project (modified policy T3 
at paragraph 7.21).

I am not only disappointed but truly dismayed at this lack of professionalism. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan is the most 
important planning document to be worked on for the coming years. For it to have parts deleted and not to include 
cooperation with the only other infrastructure project in the county beggars belief. The new plans hardly demonstrate 
the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives available.

Housing numbers

In the modified Plan, housing numbers for several large developments have been raised. 
D-AGT1 has been modified to raise housing from "around 1,000" to "at least" 1,000. 
D-AGT2 from "around 1,550" to "at least 1,590".
D-AGT3 from "around 1,660" to "at least 1,757" 
D-AGT4 from "around 3111" to "at least 3358"
D-HAL003 from "around 1,000" to "at least 1,000"

As was evidenced in the last inspectors report the road network in the Aylesbury area is already congested. Yet the 
Plan shows no evidence of any updated transport assessment based on these new figures.

Again this demonstrates shoddy work and a woeful lack of respect for the planning process. It seems that the AVDC 
and BCC are not taking this process at all seriously. As a concerned resident I would welcome new housing if it's on 
the basis of a well thought out plan but this demonstrates no respect at all for the existing residents' quality of life, 
especially as regards increased traffic levels. In fact I would go so far as to say this in no way meets "Objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements" which I thought was a prerequisite for any plan.

HS2

AVDC and BCC have stated that much of the funding for the new roads for the VALP would come from HS2. Indeed 
area D-AGT2 is stated as being dependent on the delivery of HS2 (para 4.44 and elsewhere). Yet as I understand it, no 
final decision on the HS2 project has been taken. Surely the plan cannot be finalised until HS2 has been finally 
approved? Attempting to push through the plan WITHOUT the funding would show unacceptable disregard regard for 
the impact this would have on residents who will surely then be expected to fund any shortfall through taxes.

Again this in no way attempts to meet "Objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements."

Summary: Oxford - Cambridge expressway reference is deleted  from their Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from the list of major 
infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39) but In para 3.81 the Council has seen fit to merely state that 
they may "Potentially consider it at some unspecified point in the future". They have also deleted their declared support 
for the project (modified policy T3 ).
The new plans hardly demonstrate the most "Appropriate" strategy when there are other reasonable alternatives 
available. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2892 - 30357 - MM210 - None

2892 Object

MM210VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Planning Department

I am writing with regard to the newly modified Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I have various comments/concerns, which I 
have detailed below:

1). I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some 
point in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK 
that requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives. 
2). I have noticed that the housing numbers have been increased for several large developments (eg D-AGT1, 2, 3, 4 
and D-HAL003) and also the wording ''at least'' has been used which means the Local Plan in these areas actually 
gives no meaningful figures as they can be increased on a whim. For example the local plan uses the caveat ''at least 
3358'' houses for D-AGT4. Does this mean that the planning department do not actually know how many houses they 
are planning for/building? If so, it cannot be called a 'plan' as the wording leads one to conclude the housing numbers 
are as yet still unknown and therefore unplanned.

In addition, the road network is Aylesbury is not fit for purpose... at all. Where is the evidence of an updated transport 
assessment based on the higher 'at least' figures. You have not presented anything that gives me confidence with 
regard to both future development of the area or the much needed infrastructure. (The latter is needed now before the 
building of more houses goes ahead).

3). Part of your planning proposals are dependent on HS2 going ahead (e.g. the development S/W of Stoke 
Mandeville). As of today HS2 is under review. I trust that both AVDC and BCC can afford to fully fund their own planned 
developments and are not reliant on HS2 handouts.

Kind regards

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I am mystified as to why you state that you may potentially consider the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway at some point 
in the future. Surely this must be looked at and planned for NOW! The Expressway is a major project for the UK that 
requires joined up thinking and a large amount of new infrastructure in the Vale of Aylesbury. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to lay down plans for this. You have skirted around the issue in your modifications and it looks as if you are 
unable to plan in a cohesive, forward thinking way. I do not agree that this is justified as the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives.

Respondent: Jennifer kruppa [28405] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir,

Comment on the VALP Main Modifications

In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".
Lately in the Aylesbury area, the traffic situations have become intolerable with Aylesbury becoming totally gridlocked.
The AVDC and BCC have no su itable infrastructure plan to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that will be
generated by the building of the original proposed housing numbers, without the proposed increase in those numbers,
D-AGTl to 4 and D-HAL003.
I totally disagree that this "has been positively prepared, by seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements". Until a suitable road infrastructure is place, Aylesbury will cease to function. The AVDC
and BCC appear to have no ability to plan effectively (certainly not up till now) for the traffic impact of housing around
Aylesbury.
Power supplies on limit and drainage overloaded. Building houses on flood plains, "the water run-off has been
calculated". That is a nonsense.
It appears that Transport for Bucks (BCC) leaves the ownership of connecting new estate roads to existing main roads 
in
the hands of the developers, who have no idea how to manage this, as on the A41 mid-July 2019, bringing Aylesbury to 
a
standstill for 3 days. AVDC and BCC need to take ownership of t heir planning from beginning to end. Not leave it to
others.
It doesn't work now, and certainly won't in the future!
Finally, HS2. The plan for D-AGT2 cannot be decided until HS2 has been delivered so I totally disagree that this "has 
been
positively prepared, seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" as the AVDC
and BCC cannot possibly know what is going to happen!
Your Faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: In connection with the Oxford to Cambridge expressway, I fail to understand the reasoning behind the AVDC and BCC
deleting their declared support for this project. There would appear NO strategic thinking or planning is behind this
decision. I do not believe this is "justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives".

Respondent: Mr Brian Tattam [30195] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sirs

Comment on the VALP main Modifications

Having read through the main modifications to the VALP, there are several areas which I think really do not make any 
sense:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway

This is a huge government-funded infrastructure project, which we are told will be the catalyst for development of 
housing between the two cities.
Surely there must be a duty on local authorities to factor such projects into their local plans?
However, the modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) 
and from the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph
7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? A great deal of taxpayers' money will be spent on this project, yet 
AVDC is turning away from the opportunities that it brings for properly planned development. This demonstrates a 
complete lack of joined-up strategic thinking.
The modified Plan can't be justified as the most appropriate strategy when you compare it to reasonable alternatives - 
which must include a consideration of the Expressway.

Housing numbers

In the modified plan, the housing numbers for several of the proposed developments have been changed. This 
indicates that the housing numbers cannot possibly have been objectively assessed against infrastructure and 
development requirements. I cannot see any updated transport assessments that I would have thought must required if 
the housing numbers have increased.
The developments concerned are:

1,000" to "at least" 1,000.

HS2

Area D-AGT2 depends on HS2 going ahead (para 4.44 and other mentions as well). A large portion of AVDC's 
proposed road system is totally dependent on HS2.
HS2 is currently under review. It may be cancelled. Where would that leave AVDC's plans? The Oakervee report has 
not been published and no decision has been taken on HS2 yet.
It cannot be possible to approve the Plan unless and until there is a decision on HS2.

Conclusion

The whole thing just looks as though it has been cobbled together by amateurs in an attempt to get round the 
Inspector's very valid concerns. It ignores the existence of one major infrastructure project and relies on the delivery of 
a second one that may yet be cancelled. It's a very poor piece of work. Aylesbury deserves better than this.

Yours faithfully,

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The modifications to the VALP have deleted reference to the Expressway from its Spatial Vision (para 2.4d) and from 
the list of major infrastructure projects requiring co-operation (para 3.39).
The Plan says only that the Expressway may possibly be considered at some point in the future.
The plan no longer declares its support for the Expressway project (modified Policy T3 at paragraph 7.21).
How can this possibly be a sensible attitude to take? (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Key transport strategies from BTS are identified for medium term as A413 road improvements and the A422 left hand 
slip road. The cost of A413 improvements is "tbc" in T3 so there is no available evidence to suggest that this will be 
deliverable by developer contributions any more so than the Western Relief Road which has not been included in T3 
schemes here - presumably on non deliverability grounds - otherwise it is the highest scoring mitigation in BTS. This is 
not consistent.

Change to Plan Status of the Buckingham Transport Strategy is not clear and treated inconsistently throughout the plan.  Revised 
transport modelling and a changed approach is required.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: Key transport strategies from BTS are identified for medium term as A413 road improvements and the A422 left hand 
slip road. The cost of A413 improvements is "tbc" in T3 so there is no available evidence to suggest that this will be 
deliverable by developer contributions any more so than the Western Relief Road which has not been included in T3 
schemes here - presumably on non deliverability grounds - otherwise it is the highest scoring mitigation in BTS. This is 
not consistent.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Buckingham Transport Strategy has some very useful proposals which I see are included in this updated 
paragraph, but two key items are missing: The A421/A422 link road and the west street/town centre environmental 
improvements.

Change to Plan Add these elements of the BTS to this paragraph.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: The Buckingham Transport Strategy has some very useful proposals which I see are included in this updated 
paragraph, but two key items are missing: The A421/A422 link road and the west street/town centre environmental 
improvements.

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Mr Warren Whyte) [29297] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Dear Sir/Madam
South Oxfordshire District Council response to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Main Modifications Consultation.
Thank you for giving South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) the opportunity to comment on the Main Modifications 
Consultation documents. Having reviewed the modified Local Plan and supporting documents, SODC can confirm that 
we are satisfied the modified plan is sound, legally compliant and justified.
We acknowledge that the housing requirement has increased from 27,400 to 28,600 in addition with the number of 
homes to be delivered in the plan period which includes an increased buffer of 5.7% to account for under delivery. 
Overall, this results in 30,233 homes planned for in the modified plan. Further to this, the increased housing 
requirement of the modified plan is largely to be met on one additional site in the north east of the district on the edge 
of Milton Keynes and with amendments to site capacities.
SODC does not consider that changes to the housing requirement for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan or additional 
allocations will have any significant negative effect on South Oxfordshire.
South Oxfordshire District Council supports the modification of the plan to remove reference to the need for an early 
review as this plan appropriately deals with the issues at hand. Additionally, the council supports the deletion from the 
supporting text in paragraph 3.15 which states 'We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan'. While we 
acknowledge this may be necessary in the future to account for any changes in national policy and the impact of 
nationally important infrastructure projects, we believe the approach to distributing growth cannot be predetermined and 
must follow due process based on the most up to date evidence base.
South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk
South Oxfordshire District Council notes that Aylesbury Vale District Council's
position in relation the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway has subsequently changed
since the submission of the plan. Aylesbury Vale no longer supports the proposal
which has resulted in modifications to Policies T2 and T3. South Oxfordshire District
Council recognises that these changes may be necessary to reflect the updated
political position of the council. However, we would like to ensure the council
continues to engage and work collaboratively with neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies under the requirement of duty to co-operate to understand the
impact and required mitigation associated with the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
Kind Regards
Ryan Hunt
Planning Officer

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: South Oxfordshire District Council notes that Aylesbury Vale District Council's
position in relation the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway has subsequently changed
since the submission of the plan. Aylesbury Vale no longer supports the proposal
which has resulted in modifications to Policies T2 and T3. South Oxfordshire District
Council recognises that these changes may be necessary to reflect the updated
political position of the council. However, we would like to ensure the council
continues to engage and work collaboratively with neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies under the requirement of duty to co-operate to understand the
impact and required mitigation associated with the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.

Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Mr. Ryan Hunt) 

[32213]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We writing to raise our concerns regarding the proposed Modified Vale of Aylesbury plan.

Firstly the withdrawal of positive support of the Oxford /Cambridge Expressway road. We feel that this is a short sighted 
move and is this the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives? The new road will 
reduce congestion on alternative routes and improve not only the lives of those living in the surrounding areas but will 
open up the job opportunities for those potentially new house buyers/renters in the new houses being built.
An unspecified point in the future is a not a solution to the problem and indeed cause potentially cause more 
problems/inconvenience in the future. 

Secondly, we are very concerned of the potential implications of the increase in housing numbers from 6,771 to approx. 
8705 homes on top of the housing projects already underway or completed. leading to the population increasing by at 
least 40,000 many of whom will be driving - if not immediately then in the foreseeable future- adding additional 35,000 
cars to an already congested traffic system( have you tried to drive into/around/through Aylesbury/Stoke Mandiville 
during normal working hours - it adds additional time and pollution to any journey). 
The Planners need to seek to meet the objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements to build the 
housing proposed and that already agreed and built.By that I mean schools( both primary and senior),doctors and 
surgeries, hospital beds, social services, policing ,refuse collection, jobs and bus routes etc.
It is not just Stoke Mandiville that will be affected by this proposal but also the surrounding villages such as Weston 
Turnville and Aston Clinton, both of which has already had numerous new housing developments built in the last 5 
years, which has added to vehicular congestion. David Liddington MP was aware of the issue in Aston Clinton was 
trying to help to reduce the traffic concerns of local residents prior to the election and hopefully Robert Butler MP will 
continue to do so.

Thirdly, D-AGT2 is a crucial part of the proposal and is reliant on HS2 being approved .
Have the planners looked at an alternative if HS2 is not approved in regards to current proposed building/planning and 
how would it meet the current objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.

Lastly ,how does the planning of infrastructure and development requirements of the Aylesbury Garden Town proposal 
impact on Modified Aylesbury Vale Plan?

We are both concerned that Aylesbury Vale is has not looked fully at the impact on their existing residents when 
undertaking this plan( which we are given to believe includes taking on new housing requirements of neighbouring 
areas- Chesham) and not building the infrastructure that actually support that development. They are turning it from an 
area where people chose to live to an area where they don't.

Change to Plan No comment provided

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: (Officer's summary)
Firstly the withdrawal of positive support of the Oxford /Cambridge Expressway road.
We feel that this is a short sighted move and is this the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable 
alternatives? The new road will reduce congestion on alternative routes and improve not only the lives of those living in 
the surrounding areas but will open up the job opportunities for those potentially new house buyers/renters in the new 
houses being built.

Respondent: Ms Julie Williams [28439] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 
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2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan In Buckingham contributions to the Buckingham Transport Strategy are required of the allocated sites.
Policy T3 as amended by MM270 is insufficient to demonstrate that the plan will be effective in planning for and 
delivering key infrastructure.
It lists/picks the simplest elements of the BTS. However, it fails to make reference to the key element of the strategy - 
the WLR - which is set out in the evidence base and IDP as necessary to relieve existing traffic issues and to address 
growth in any location at Buckingham. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and 
can then be included in the VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has 
already commenced.
In the absence of any such reference and mechanism to most effectively realise the WLR Policy T3 should not be found
Main modification 270 should be extended by the inclusion of the WLR to be delivered through developer 
contributions - requiring specific contributions from all allocations. Failure to include the WLR which benefits and 
mitigates ALL Buckingham developments will leave a high level of risk that no progress will be made to delivering the 
key infrastructure in Buckingham.
Additional amendments to the modification should:
* require the delivery of the key infrastructure measures listed in T3
* to confirm that the WLR road will need to be funded by developer contributions;
* seek to stress that delivery will require through co-operation and enabling development with and in respect of land 
associated with the delivery of the WLR
* include an indicative route for the WLR in a modification to the Policies Map for Buckingham.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: Policy T3 is unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.
To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted and allocations comes forward 
through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated. The WLR can be 
delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: Nick Freer (David Lock) reps for Hallam Land  - Buckingham
17 Dec 2019

FULL TEXT
Dear sirs
Further to the ongoing consultation in relation to the VALP Main Modifications please find attached representations on 
behalf of Hallam Land Management (Buckingham). They relate to five MMs specifically MM70, MM82, MM83, MM84, 
MM210. I look forward to your further consideration of the representations. Kind regards
Nick Freer
Chairman

REP to MM070

NO SUMMARY PROVIDED.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management have set out representations in relation to MM082, 083 and 084 in relation to sites 
BUC043, BUC046, MM006, BUC051 and BUC025. 

2 A series of suggested changes are proposed to make the plan sound primarily: 

* the deletion of BUC043, BUC046 and MM06 alongside the deletion of BUC051 (MM083); or 

* in the alternative the reinstatement of BUC051 and the inclusion also of BUC025 - to maximise developer 
contributions towards the delivery of key infrastructure. 

3 The adoption of these suggested changes to make the VALP sound will require consequential amendment of the list 
of sites in policy D2 (MM070). 

REP to MM082

SUMMARY

HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM083 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
* the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

Respondent: David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535] Agent: N/A
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5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. 

REP to MM083

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-replacement 
with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances where the 
evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of mitigation is the 
WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of sites BUC043 
and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to (without 
mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times.
Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, the 
deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also results 
in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified as being 
necessary.

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management Buckingham (HLM(B)) controls land owned by New College Oxford to the west and south 
of Buckingham and including sites BUC025 and BUC051. New College Oxford owns significant additional land to the 
West of Buckingham, capable of accommodating much of the proposed Western Bypass. The WLR can be delivered 
within the control of HLM(B) and New College. 

2 Both prior, and subsequent, to the publication of the suggested changes to the Plan by AVDC - which addressed 
BUC051 and the Western bypass - HLM wrote to seek a dialogue to discuss the both of these issues - along with the 
failings perceived by HLM in the evidence base that was being presented to support what are now MM083 (BUC051), 
MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046), MM210 (Policy T3), MM205 (para 7.10) and consequentially MM070 (Policy D1). 

3 I enclose a copy of correspondence to AVDC (Appendix 1) which highlighted the strong need for that evidence base 
to be reinforced prior to the publication of the Proposed Modifications. Otherwise, it was indicated to AVDC, that it will 
be difficult in the extreme to make representations on the proposed modifications relating to Buckingham - leading to 
considerable risk of the Mods and hence VALP being unsupported by available evidence and potentially liable to 
challenge. 

4 No response was received, and no such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or BCC. The failings in terms of 
soundness and/or legal compliance set out in these representations therefore have, regrettably, had to be made 
without the benefit of such dialogue or additional evidence. 

5 The principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications since the Examination is 
understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

6 Having completed these studies, AVDC propose the deletion of BUC051 (MM083) - the reserve site allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - and retains BUC043 and BUC046 neither of which were allocated in the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan - albeit with an additional obligation to contribute to transport. 

7 Further consideration was given to BUC051 in the light of the Inspectors Initial Findings (IIF) that BUC051 might be 
considered to be dependent upon the Western Link Road (WLR) in the Buckingham Transport Strategy but that there 
was no policy seeking to deliver that Link Road. The expectation was that AVDC would - as has been the case in 
Aylesbury - add in those key elements of infrastructure into T3 through a Main Modification. To be clear the Inspector 
did NOT consider to what extent other allocations in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046) as well as Maids Moreton 
(MM006) were also dependent on key elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) including the Western 
Link Road (WLR). 

8 Just by way of context, the WLR is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

9 Equally important, in terms of context, the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at 
Buckingham as a whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the 
submission VALP). Para 4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the 
West Street downgrade. Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. 
Funding of the priority schemes was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (BTS para 
4.5.3). 
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10 AVDC's justification for deleting BUC051 is set out in Examination Document ED215B published alongside the 
Proposed Modifications. AVDC argues that it has changed its mind regarding the acceptability of phasing the 
development of BUC51 to take account of the WLR and now "detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 
have an unacceptable impact on the town centre even if the development was phased" (ED214A). 

11 Further, AVDC argues that the only way to secure the mitigation of the town centre impacts would be the WLR - but 
this could not be funded by 300 dwellings (here the County explicitly mooted a much larger allocation to secure the 
WLR). 

12 This conclusion was reached following specific consideration of BUC051 and its specific impacts on the Town 
Centre in the County Councils addendum to its Phase 3 Modelling report and the Town Centre Modelling Report - work 
that was not carried out in respect of any of the remaining Buckingham allocations. 

13 Apparently as a makeweight, or secondary argument, AVDC argues that there is no need for BUC051 as a reserve 
site in the manner anticipated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan because the BNP sites had or were coming 
forward and additional development should be allocated on the edge of MK to reflect the Inspectors Initial Findings. The 
allocation of 1150 homes at Shenley Park (D0-WHA001, EC125) - well above the gap identified by the Inspector allows 
AVDC to delete BUC51 but equally makes the point that there would be no harm whatsoever in the allocation of 
WHA001 and BUC051 or indeed other additional sites at Buckingham to deliver infrastructure (e.g. BUC025). The two 
locations should not be linked given the scale of need and the consequent undermining of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan by the de- allocation of its reserve site. 

14 HLM and its transport consultants have considered the additional evidence now produced in support of the deletion 
of BUC051 and conclude that MM083 is simply not supported by the evidence base that is presented. The deletion of 
the site - a site already tested and found sound having been examined in a Neighbourhood Plan context - through the 
VALP is simply not justified by the evidence. 

15 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts in place a section 106 
contribution-based strategy to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, 
explicitly, the existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular, in the town centre. The key identified 
requirement is the WLR to facilitate the down-grading of West Street. 

16 Perhaps the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

17 It apparently concludes that the traffic effects of the Proposed Modifications, even with no BUC051, would therefore 
be unacceptable on the town centre. 

18 No evidence is presented in the additional modelling that the Proposed modification strategy (BUC43, BUC46 and 
MM06) has an acceptable impact on the Town Centre. The test has not been done and no evidence prepared to show 
that the suggested modifications are acceptable in terms of town centre impact. 

19 Equally, none of the assessments have considered whether BUC043 or BUCO46 or MM06 - if treated in isolation 
(as BUC051 has been) - would have more or less of an impact on journey times in Buckingham than BUC025 or 
BUC051. The evidence is missing. 

20 Nor has any testing been undertaken to determine the relative impacts of each of the VALP sites on congestion in 
the Town Centre which is already an identified problem in the evidence base. Intuitively BUC043 would have a 
substantial effect on the Moreton Road/Market Square junction. Had assessments been undertaken of individual sites 
(other than BUC051) in the latest modelling (they have not), it is likely that they would have shown that 
BUC043/BUC46/MM06 would equally have had unacceptable impact on the town centre. 

21 The two sites with the comprehensive evidence base are the two sites omitted from the VALP (BUC025 and 
BUC051). Those with no substantive evidence are retained in the VALP - at the same time undermining the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. 

22 Moreover, even if BUC051 were to be deleted from the Plan there is no evidence based reason not to replace 
BUC051 with BUC025. BCC did consider BUC025 (South of the A421). BCC considers in its advice that: 
* it would have less impact on the TC so not unacceptable on highway grounds [i.e is perfectly acceptable]; 
* but "would not assist reducing traffic through the town centre in that it would not contribute to strategic infrastructure 
such as the Western Relief Road nor the Buckingham Transport Strategy". This, as a rationale or evidence, is 
nonsense as any modification to replace BUC051 with BUC025 would have with it a policy obligation to contribute to 
the BTS - just as is the case in MM82 and 84 - where that financial requirement is now required for sites BUC043 and 
BUC046. 
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23 While the Main Mods do not propose to allocate BUC025, notwithstanding the evidence that AVDC assembled, the 
allocation of BUC025 instead of, or as well as, BUC051 and in addition to BUC043, BUC046 and MM006, would make 
a strong contribution to delivering transport infrastructure through increased contributions for the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy. BUC025 was considered entirely suitable for development in the AVDC HELAA with a potential yield, in that 
assessment, of 360 dwellings. 

24 In conclusion, the proposed strategy for Buckingham sites including the deletion of BUC051 (and its non-
replacement with BUC025) is unsound because it is completely unsupported by the evidence base. In circumstances 
where the evidence base says that the Town Centre is already congested and that the most effective means of 
mitigation is the WLR, the progression of the Main Mods is unsound with no reference to the WLR and the retention of 
sites BUC043 and BUC046. Moreover, in the absence of modelling, the allocations give every impression of adding to 
(without mitigating) town centre congestion and town wide journey times. 

25 Before there can be any possibility of the strategy, as amended by the PMs, being found sound, additional work 
must be completed to: 
* provide an evidence base on the impact of the remaining allocations (BUC043, BUC046 and MM006) on the town 
centre individually and collectively - none exists; 
* inform whether all allocations (including BUC025 and BUC051), to secure the mitigation strategy, or none, to allow 
allocations to come through the BNP, should be pursued; 
* set out the specific benefits of each mitigation measure and to base the inclusion of schemes on that evidence. In this 
regard the BTS affords greatest priority to the WLR (above other schemes) as being the most effective means of 
mitigation for the town - because it frees up the opportunity to downgrade Bridge/West Street and the High Street. 

26 Not only is the strategy, as proposed to be modified, unsound on the basis of a lack of evidence and justification, 
the deletion of BUC051, the lack of inclusion of BUC025 and the absence of reference to the WLR in MM210, also 
results in the Plan being unsound in terms of its failure to plan positively for the infrastructure that has been identified 
as being necessary.

27 The best opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development. 

28 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP. 

29 Critical in this regard is the importance attached to town centre junction issues - and the problems now 
experienced - and the absence of any comparable assessment of the impact of the BUC43 and BUC46 and MM06 
sites on the town centre. Only BUC051 has been assessed. Indeed, ED215A appears to conclude that any 
development scenario will make matters worse - exponentially - without a proper mitigation strategy. 

30 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

31 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

32 Equally the WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the 
VALP or worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

33 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

34 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered to have potential for 
challenge.
 

REP TO MMO84

SUMMARY
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HLM(B) consider that proposed modifications MM082 (BUC043), MM084 (BUC046) - amending policies BUC043 and 
BUC046 to secure contributions towards unexplained infrastructure are insufficient to make either policy sound, nor 
MM006. As such the VALP should be further modified by the deletion of all of the Buckingham and Maids Moreton 
allocations in favour of their allocation through the ongoing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan revision by which time 
there would be more prospect of an adequate evidence base in relation to the transport impacts of each allocation. 
Even if the Inspector is satisfied that the evidence base justifies the allocations, there remains the question of how the 
identified mitigation strategy - where the WLR is prioritised - will be delivered. In this circumstance, to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Plan and meet its obligations in respect of infrastructure delivery the VALP should be modified to 
maximise contributions through further allocations.

FULL TEXT

1 AVDC propose modifications to both BUC043 and BUC046 in relation to the Buckingham Transport Strategy: "A 
financial contribution will be needed towards finding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy". 

2 HLM consider that this is a wholly insufficient response to seek to make the allocations sound. 

3 HLM (B) has set out detailed representations on MM083 - the deletion of BUC051. Such representations should be 
read in conjunction with HLMs objections to MM082 and MM084. 

4 Of particular note, HLMs representations on MM082 and 084 highlight: 
* the conclusions of AVDC's existing evidence base which is that there are significant congestion issues in Buckingham 
Town Centre already 
the conclusions of the same evidence base that the Western Link Road has been set out as the most effective means 
of addressing existing issues and mitigating growth in Buckingham; 
* the absence of any evidence base to conclude that BUC043 and BUC046, individually or collectively, with or without 
BUC051 or BUC025, will not also have a significant effect on an existing congested network; 
* the absence of reference to the WLR in the MM210 listing mitigation schemes in an amended policy T3; and 
* that BUC051 has totally unreasonably been singly and inappropriately ruled out of the Buckingham strategy - despite 
the positive role that it (or the alternative/additional BUC025) might play 

5 Given the above, a requirement for an unspecified contribution towards unspecified works from a development 
without the benefit of a specific assessment of its impacts on a congested network, fails all tests of soundness. There 
isn't the evidence to justify. There isn't an effective mitigation strategy and hence it is neither effective or positively 
prepared. 

REP TO MM0210

SUMMARY

Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the 
VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally 
unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary 
infrastructure accepted in the evidence base.
The infrastructure that must be included in the Plan according to the evidence base is the Western Link Road.

To deliver this - all allocations at Buckingham or Maids Moreton should be deleted to ensure that a comprehensive 
approach to delivery and allocations comes forward through the neighbourhood Plan OR that all sites including 
BUC051 and BUC025 are allocated to ensure that there is an effective policy to deliver the contributions to secure the 
WLR. The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College.

FULL TEXT

1 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
Policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

2 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands". 

3 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then 
permission would not be granted. 

4 T3, as proposed to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy rather than a policy that delivers the 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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infrastructure identified as a requirement of the Plan's development strategy and the Plan's evidence base. 

5 The inspector in the IIF noted that policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and BTS proposals. Policy T1 - 
following its modification by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so in its proposed form. 

6 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) (HLM(B)) do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make 
the VALP sound, the Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore 
fundamentally unsound in failing to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver 
necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

7 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge. 

8 Specifically, MM210 sets out as required works - the Buckingham Town Wide cycle network improvement (short 
term) and the Buckingham to Silverstone Park cycle route (short term), A413 Buckingham Road improvements 
(medium term) and Buckingham left turn slip at A422/A413/Stratford Road Roundabout (medium term). 

9 There is a considerable evidence base in relation to transport issues and strategy in Buckingham - not least the made 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the Buckingham Transport Strategy and VALP IDP. Clear and 
robust conclusions are drawn. 

10 The Western Link Road (WLR) is identified as necessary for Buckingham as a whole in the Infrastructure 
Development Plan - an expectation that has not been updated since the Examination hearings. 

11 Equally important the Buckingham Transport Strategy considered the demands of growth at Buckingham as a 
whole - BUC043, BUC046, BUC051 and BUC025 (although the latter was not allocated in the submission VALP). Para 
4.4.2 of the BTS ranked the Western Link Road as being of highest priority followed by the West Street downgrade. 
Other route upgrades and Left turn slip/junction improvements were given less priority. Funding of the priority schemes 
was acknowledged to be likely to rely principally on section 106 funding (4.5.3). 

12 The Buckingham Transport Strategy is based on all sites coming forward and puts a section 106 contribution-based 
strategy in place to deliver what is needed to meet both the demands of the planned growth but also, explicitly, the 
existing traffic constraints and difficulties in the town - in particular the town centre. The key identified requirement is 
the WLR to facilitate the down grading of West Street. 

13 This is a clear evidence base with a clear strategy for delivery. 

14 Since the examination hearings the principal additional evidence produced in support of the Proposed Modifications 
is understood to be: 
* the Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (Addendum to the Phase 3 Modelling Report) (3 April 2019) (ED214B) 
* the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling report (24 May 2019) (ED214A) 
* BCC's advice note to AVDC (ED215) 

15 None of this additional evidence alters the conclusions of the BTS. Indeed, the evidence reinforces it as it concludes 
that the biggest issue here is the level of congestion in the Town centre. Traffic in Buckingham town centre is 
highlighted as an existing issue in the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan and Buckingham Transport Strategy, 
and indeed the most recent modelling (ED214A). One of the issues is the performance of the two key town centre 
junctions - the focus of the latest Town centre modelling report (ED214A). ED214A confirms that both junctions will be 
operating beyond capacity in 2033 - even with no new development in Buckingham. It concludes that each 
development scenario tested would be unacceptable. 

16 One opportunity to deliver the infrastructure that should be included in the Plan - the WLR - is to maximise the 
contributions from development as is set out in representations made by Hallam in respect of MMs083, 082 and 084. 
The WLR can be delivered within the control of HLM(B) and New College - and can then be included in the VALP or 
worked through in the update of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan that has already commenced. 

17 The only sound alternative is to not allocate any sites at Buckingham to meet the identified requirement and to 
devolve the allocation of sites to the next review of the Buckingham NP which is already underway. This is on the basis 
that there is simply not a sufficient evidence base to proceed with any of the allocations at Buckingham in the VALP. By 
this means opportunities for positive planning and integrated planning to deliver the WLR etc. could be realised through 
the NP rather than wasted in the unevidenced and incomplete strategy in the VALP.

18 The made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (made in October 2015) has proved highly effective in delivering 
substantial, locally supported, housing numbers. Such a course of action would avert the current need for more 
evidence prior to the adoption of the VALP. Instead the VALP process could proceed but could divert Buckingham 
allocations to the NP review, the existing NP having successfully allocated and delivered housing in the absence of an 
up-to-date Local Plan. 

19 That a Neighbourhood Plan is a proper and established and effective route in other places as well as in Buckingham 
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is evident in the experience, in the immediate vicinity at Thame. The Thame Neighbourhood Plan in adjoining South 
Oxfordshire has likewise successfully allocated sites for some 775 new homes and associated infrastructure - 
delivering the strategic policies of the District wide plan. 

20 In setting out these observations HLM (B) is very aware that that addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal fails to 
consider any of the implications of the amended development strategy for Buckingham on the ability to deliver the key 
infrastructure that the evidence base demands. The SA Addendum simply considers the rather esoteric and immaterial 
question of whether including scheme details (across the VALP) as words in the VALP is positive or negative. 

21 Overall the proposed Main modifications and resultant policies may well be considered appropriate for challenge. 

NICK FREER - David Lock representing Hallam Land
Reps to AYLESBURY
Rep to MM031
FULL TEXT
1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC. 

3 HLM has set out detailed representations in relation to MM210 and the changes that it introduces to Policy T3. In 
particular, substantial objections have been lodged that demonstrate that Policy T3 insofar as it addresses the delivery 
of key infrastructure at Aylesbury - as set in T3 - continues to fail the tests of soundness. 

4 Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

5 For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by 
MM031 also remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the 
evidence base as required to support and mitigate the development strategy. 
 
6 Hallam notes that the Council intends to produce the 'AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD' as stated in point (b) 
of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of 
Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively assessed development and infrastructure. 
Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in 
the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected 
to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and 
set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an 
SPD is inadequate and results in the plan not being prepared positively and therefore unsound in respect of planning 
for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in 
another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

7 It is not therefore acceptable or sound that the delivery of key infrastructure such as of the North East Link Road (or 
for that matter other infrastructure) to be deferred to the proposed AGT Framework and Infrastructure SPD. 

SUMMARY

Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the North 
East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

For the reasons set out in relation to MM210, and by the same token, Policy D1 as proposed to be modified by MM031 
remains unsound as it does not provide the means by which necessary infrastructure - identified in the evidence base 
as required to mitigate the development strategy.

REP to MM210

FULL TEXT

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3399 - 29535 - MM210 - i, ii, iii, iv

3399 Object

MM210VALP Main Modifications

2 To be clear HLM(A) has consistently sought a dialogue to help, through its land controls to bring forward the North 
East Link Road which is the subject of this representation. No such discussions have been entertained by AVDC or 
BCC. 

3 The Inspectors' Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), provides the principal context for Main Modification 210 - 
the amendment of policy T3. 

4 The Inspector found that the Transport policies in the Submission Draft of the VALP were significantly lacking. While 
policy T1 and T6a required the implementation of the proposals in the Buckinghamshire LTP4 and the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy "none of these proposals are specified in the Plan" (IIF para 46). This would be unsound because 
the NPPF requires that the plan "should make clear what is intended to happen in the areas over the life of the plan, 
where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered. It points out the need to identify the short, medium and long-
term transport proposals across all modes as a key issue...". 

5 Key within the Inspectors' findings is that "the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself. VALP does not do this and so is unsound as it stands" 
(underlining added for emphasis). 

6 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key 
infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends. Specifically, HLM 
welcomes the inclusion of the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 

7 This is essential to meet the expectations of the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision which includes "road improvements 
linking new developments to the town, and creating a series of link roads around the town" (VALP - para 4.30). The 
Vision specifically includes the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418. 

8 It is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination 
document EC279, AVDC recognises that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current 
issues in relation to the capacity of the Network. 

9 More important still, the North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the 
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 

10 Hallam Land Management has consistently made clear through the examination process that the BCC/AVDC 
evidence base and modelling shows that, without the North East Link Road, the impact of development on the A41, 
A413 and A418 isn't adequately mitigated. The Technical Note prepared by Markides Associates and appended to 
Hallam Land Management's Examination Matter 12 Statement was not queried or questioned in the examination 
hearings and needs to be given substantial weight. 

11 The Technical Note draws out the conclusions of the VALP's own evidence base: the BCC Countywide model and, 
in particular, the Countywide Local Plan Modelling Phase 3 Technical Note. 

12 The Markides Technical Note makes two fundamental points. In the first instance, it demonstrates that in either 
scenario DS1, or DS2, run by the County, there remains significant congestion in the southern quadrant of Aylesbury 
"particularly on the A418 through Stone and Harcourt" - with all of the link rods provided. We have previously 
questioned these allocations on this basis. 

13 Second, and more directly related to the North East Link Road, the Markides Technical Note highlights the 
importance of the North East Link Road (which is included in the DS2 model run but not DS1 model run): "Without the 
provision of the additional link roads [including the North East Link Road] in DS2, there remain issues of congestion on 
the Stocklake link, A418 and A413 immediately north of Aylesbury and on the A41 to the east of Aylesbury. The North 
East Link Road offers significant benefits in this area, with scenario DS2 showing much reduced congestion ratios on 
the A41, A418, A413 and various link roads through the Aylesbury East area over both the DS and DS1 scenarios" 
[added for clarification]. 

14 Since the Examination, and the publication of the Inspectors Interim Findings, no new transport modelling appears 
to have been undertaken by AVDC/BCC in respect of Aylesbury. The ATS Final report 2017 and the Countywide Local 
Transport Modelling - Phase 3 Tech Note (August 2017) remain the most recent documents forming the evidence base 
for transport. 

15 Little, therefore, appears to have changed since the Examination hearings. The only modelling work available to 
support the Proposed Modifications relating to Aylesbury shows that the North East Link Road is necessary to mitigate 
the impact of planned development at Aylesbury (see also para 1.8 of the IDP). 

16 HLM(A) therefore considers it essential that the Aylesbury North East Link Road is included in the revised version of 
policy T3 as amended by Proposed MM210. 

17 This is the position of AVDC also. By virtue of its inclusion in T3, it must be regarded by AVDC to be a key measure 
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or intervention, and a requirement to facilitate growth at Aylesbury. Para 7.7 of the VALP - as proposed to be amended 
by MM203 - is explicit in this regard: "Transport measures and interventions contained in the ATS are required to 
facilitate growth in Aylesbury Garden Town. The key measures and interventions are set out in Policy [T3] below and 
supported by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan" [added emphasis]. 

18 Having been included in Policy T3 by MM210, the North East Link Road also must be included (in indicative layout 
form- consistent with the Aylesbury Garden Town Proposals and LTP) on the Aylesbury Policies Map. 
19 However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of 
the North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for the delivery of the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without such certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the 
development strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective given that sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

20 The failings of the proposed policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 are various. 

21 In the first instance, Policy T3 seeks simply to "actively support key transport proposals" and will "support local 
transport schemes that provide benefits to the District". If the delivery of the listed infrastructure is prejudiced then T3 
indicates that permission would not be granted. 

22 T3, as to be modified, is therefore no more than a safeguarding policy and not a policy that delivers the 
infrastructure identified as required by the Plan's development strategy and evidence base. 

23 The Inspector in the IIF noted that Policy T1 required developments to implement LTP and ATS proposals. Policy 
T1 - as modified by MM206 - will no longer do so. Policy T3 certainly does not do so - either in respect of strategic 
developments or globally across the Aylesbury Garden Town. 

24 In the second instance, while T3 seeks to set out a delivery mechanism for the North East Link road - this is 
inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent with the remainder of the Main Modifications. MM210 states that North East 
Link Road will be delivered "through the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway". Whilst there is not yet a fixed route for the 
Expressway, Highways England have moved forward a little in terms of identifying route corridors. They have ruled out 
Corridor A, which would have passed close to Aylesbury and have narrowed it down to Corridors B1 and B3 - the 
nearest edge of these corridors crossing the A413 in the order of 5 miles north of the centre of Aylesbury, north of 
Whitchurch. The corridors don't actually reach the A418 north east of Aylesbury. AVDC cannot rely on this means to 
deliver the North East Link Road. 

25 More fundamentally, AVDC has resolved as a Council to not support the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway nor any 
route in Aylesbury Vale. As a result the second and third sentence of T3 is therefore proposed to be deleted by the 
Council including the reference to "The scheme is supported by the Council and ...". The scheme is no longer 
supported by the Council. The Proposed Modifications do not however propose that the Expressway be deleted as the 
delivery mechanism for the North East Link road. Clearly this represents a very large inconsistency, perhaps oversight, 
and leaves the delivery of key listed infrastructure in the air and with no strategy. 

26 Nor is it acceptable for the delivery of the North East Link Road to be deferred to the 'AGT Framework and 
Infrastructure SPD' as suggested in point (b) of Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town). Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework's (NPPF) Test of Soundness, local plans are required to positively prepare for objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure. Whilst there is some flexibility in planning for the delivery of strategic 
matters, planning practice guidance is clear that in the case of a lack of certainty of funding for certain infrastructure, 
'strategic policy-making authorities will be expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that the 
proposals can be developed within the timescales envisaged. In addition, the PPG states that plans should assess 
deficiencies in existing and future infrastructure and set policies for how these deficiencies will be addressed (059 
Reference ID: 61-059-20190315). To leave this to an SPD is inadequate and results in the VALP not being prepared 
positively and therefore unsound also in respect of planning for infrastructure delivery. The inappropriateness generally 
of deferring policy to SPD is noted by the Inspector in another context in para 45 (for instance) of the IIF. 

27 There are also concerns with the claim in T3 that a North East Link Road would cost approximately £35 million to 
build. Typical construction costs for a 10m wide single carriageway road with 3m footways on either side would be 
£2050 per linear metre (Spons Civil Engineering Price Book 2017) and at an overall length of 3.2km would be expected 
to cost approximately £6.5 million. Allowing a further £2 million for junction connections to the A413 and A418 and a 
generous contingency allowance of 50% increases this to approaching £13 million, less than 40% of the cost that is 
being claimed in MM210 and more consistent with the IDP estimates for the Western Link, which is a similar length. 
The lower cost demonstrates that it could be effectively delivered through an appropriate mechanism as set out above. 

28 In addition HLM have argued throughout the examination process that a modest high quality allocation on a part of 
BIE021 would also provide one delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road. This remains an available option and 
has been spelt out in detail in the examination documentation. 

29 Hallam Land Management do not believe that the Main Modifications are sufficient to make the VALP sound, the 
Inspector having found this aspect of the Plan to be unsound in his IIF. T3 is therefore fundamentally unsound in failing 
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to respond positively to the planning and delivery of infrastructure and failing to deliver necessary infrastructure 
accepted in the evidence base and transport policies of the relevant authorities as a requirement. 

30 Indeed, in this regard, the VALP as proposed to be modified appears to be vulnerable to challenge.

SUMMARY

(HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road. The VALP therefore remains unsound on the basis that: 
* it is not positively prepared - providing no realistic strategy for delivering the North East Link Road; 
* it is not justified - without certainty regarding the North East Link the evidence base suggests that the development 
strategy for Aylesbury is not adequately mitigated; 
* it is not effective sound infrastructure delivery planning is necessary to satisfy the test of effectiveness. 

Change to Plan In virtually all other respects the remaining elements of planned infrastructure in T3, at Aylesbury, are to be secured 
through developer contributions. In the absence of any reliance on funds being placed or even welcomed from the 
Cambridge-Oxford Expressway, an alternative mechanism for the delivery of the North East Link must be set out in the 
Local Plan.
This will require an amendment to the modification:
* to require the delivery of the key infrastructure measures listed in T3
* to confirm that the North East Link road will need to be funded by developer contributions;
* that such developer contributions will be required to be secured from existing allocations and through co-operation 
and enabling development with and in respect of land associated with the delivery of the North East Link Road 
(including for instance site BIE021 - in respect of which extensive representations have been made throughout the 
Examination process).
A modest high quality allocation on a part of BIE021 would provide a delivery mechanism for the North East Link Road.
A modification to the Policies Map for Aylesbury to include an indicative route for the North East Link - along with the 
other 9 links listed in T3 and shown on the Policies Map.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: (HLM(A)) welcomes the amendment of the Policy T3 to include those key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury 
Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends, specifically, the North East Link Road at Aylesbury within T3. 
The North East Link Road is essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the VALP at Aylesbury 
and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan. 
However, Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210, has not addressed the fundamental issue of delivery of the 
North East Link Road.

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: The following are my comments on the VALP Main Modifications:

Oxford - Cambridge Expressway:
I am disappointed that this has not had more focus so that we can begin to understand exactly how the impact of this is 
being assessed since it appears to be one of the major investments promised by the new government. More effort 
should have been put into assessing the strategic implications of the Expressway and planning ahead for a number of 
realistic alternatives to ensure a sound result.

Housing Numbers:
The increase in housing numbers for large developments raises the question of the modifications required in 
Aylesbury's over-congested road network to cope with these.  I can see no evidence of these. In the case of Hampden 
Fields development this has moved from an initial 3,000 to "around 3,111" and now to "at least 3,358". I find the 
process and result confusing - on the one hand we use words such as "around" and "at least" indicating a degree of 
approximation and on the other hand precise numbers such as 1,757 / 3,358. Net result I must question the soundness 
of the process. In the case of Hampden Fields, I worry that this creep from the original 3,000 to 3,358 affects the value 
of the traffic analysis used in the Hampden Fields proposals and the capability of the proposed infrastructure to cope 
with these increases.

HS2:
Like most people in this part of Bucks, given the changes in costs and benefits of HS2, I am waiting on the decision as 
to whether this project will go ahead, in what form and on what timescale.
Given the significance of this, I maintain that it will be unsound to proceed with the present VLAP until this decision has 
been made and the impacts have been assessed and incorporated. 

If cancelled or radically changed then without the funds for our local road system included in the HS2 proposal I believe 
that AVDC/BCC will be unable to fund their plans. i.e the VLAP as it stands has not been prepared to meet objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements under these differing conditions.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Oxford - Cambridge Expressway:
 More effort should have been put into assessing the strategic implications of the Expressway and planning ahead for a 
number of realistic alternatives to ensure a sound result.
HS2:
Like most people in this part of Bucks, given the changes in costs and benefits of HS2, I am waiting on the decision as 
to whether this project will go ahead, in what form and on what timescale.

Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We feel that this Modified Local Plan has a number of major flaws and should not be submitted to the Inspector in it's 
current form.

Housing Numbers

It shows an increase in the number of New Home planned for the larger developments D-AGT1, D-AGT2, D-AGT3 and 
D-AGT4 and fails to take into account the number of new homes currently being constructed on a large number of 
developments in Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Bishopstone, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville, Bierton and Marsworth. 
These current development are considerably adding to the strain being put on the local infrastructure, eg. roads, trains, 
education, doctors and hospitals etc. The new increased numbers of new homes shown in the modified plan, will only 
reduce the quality of life in the area. 
All major routes in and out of Aylesbury are already heavily congested now, with vehicles often travelling at walking 
pace at peak times. This plan offers no change to the current situation and vehicle movements will only get worse. 
What does this say about AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? How does this make you feel? Could you 
agree or disagree that this is the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what are your 
thoughts ?
HS2
The Plan relise heavily on funds being made available from HS2 (para 4.44) to construct the area D-AGT2. However 
this project is under threat and no final decision has been made on whether it will scrapped or goes ahead. The Plan 
cannot be approved until there is a final decision on HS2.
Surely this is not the best strategy when there are reasonable alternatives to be considered, what does it say about 
AVDC and BCC's strategic thinking and planning? What do you make of this?

Oxford to Cambridge Expressway

The Modified Plan make reference to this project several times, but fails to link any road infrastructure projects into the 
plan. They have also deleted reference to any major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para 3.39) and 
state they may (para 3.81) consider them at some unspecified time in the future. It would also appear that they no 
longer support the project.
This does not give a very good account of the AVDC and BCC strategic thinking and planning. How does this make you 
feel and what do you make of it?

Earlier Planning applications have been rejected by the government Inspector on the basis of the Aylesbury Road 
Network will not cope with the increase of traffic flow. However this plan shows there will be a considerable increase in 
the number of vehicles on our roads but fails to produce an update of any transport assessment based of the new 
homes to be built.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Oxford to Cambridge Expressway

The Modified Plan make reference to this project several times, but fails to link any road infrastructure projects into the 
plan. They have also deleted reference to any major infrastructure projects that require co-operation (para 3.39) and 
state they may (para 3.81) consider them at some unspecified time in the future. It would also appear that they no 
longer support the project.
This does not give a very good account of the AVDC and BCC strategic thinking and planning. How does this make you 
feel and what do you make of it?

Respondent: Susan & Rex Horton  [32938] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3548 Object

MM210VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: 1. The modified Plan references the Buckinghamshire County Model
and the Aylesbury Transport Study as its evidence base for many
schemes. Both the Model and the Study are unsound. Therefore, neither of the key components of the modified Plan's
transport evidence base provide objectively-assessed
requirements nor proportionate evidence.
2. These issues also mean that the strategy already lacks "integrity"
3.A confident BCC £200m bid to
the Housing Infrastructure Fund for these 'critical' roads was
expected to have succeeded by May 2019 but has still not done so
six months later.
4. Further comments on specific schemes made
(officer summary)

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Barwood support the fact that Policy T3 of the VALP continues to support key transport proposals including those 
identified in both the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and Buckingham Transport Strategy. In addition, the table to be
included within Policy T3 is to be supported as a matter of principle insofar as it also identifies wider transport schemes 
which are to be protected and supported. In particular, Barwood welcome the specific references to the 'Aylesbury Vale 
wide' measures including the 'East West Rail - Bicester, to Winslow, MK and Aylesbury - Includes new station'.

Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575] Agent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox) [29614]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Murray-Cox, David - Turley for Barwood Development_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3665 Object
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Full Text: T2 and T3 - Oxford Cambridge Expressway
The plan is not positively prepared if it fails to prepare for the Oxford Cambridge Expressway by removing reference to 
it from the plan. The Council's resolution to oppose the route is not consistent with National Policy and on this basis
the plan is unsound. This is yet again an example of piecemeal planning that has dogged the proper planning of the 
area for the past decade
since the demise of the South East Plan and the failure of AVDC to grasp the transformational change that is planned 
for the area.

Change to Plan Recognise the aspirations EW rail, the Oxford to Cambridge expressway and the NIC growth arc aspirations.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: T2 and T3 - Oxford Cambridge Expressway
The plan is not positively prepared if it fails to prepare for the Oxford Cambridge Expressway by removing reference to 
it from the plan. The Council's resolution to oppose the route is not consistent with National Policy and on this basis the 
plan is unsound.
This is yet again an example of piecemeal planning that has dogged the proper planning of the area for the past 
decade since the demise of the South East Plan and the failure of AVDC to grasp the transformational change that is 
planne

Respondent: Jackson Planning Ltd ( Lisa  Jackson) (Mrs Lisa 

Jackson) [32955]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

COMPLETED response form -M210.pdf

VALP Main Mods reps Chase Consortium.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Provided the transport figures are not collected during holiday periods!!

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Provided the transport figures are not collected during holiday periods!!

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3331 Object

MM212VALP Main Modifications

Full Text:
In the Schedule of Saved Polices, the VALP states that saved policy RA36 from AVDLP is replaced by T5.  (Appendix 
F)  But T5 deals with vehicle parking alone.  The policy RA36 in AVDLP was specifically directed at protecting the rural 
areas from "excessive traffic", and "avoiding traffic increases and routing unsuited to rural roads".   We are deeply 
concerned that there are no policies contained in VALP to prevent either excessive traffic or damage to the rural 
network of roads.   
Without specific protection for the rural roads, cycling and pedestrian routes cannot be accessed safely.   
Developments of any residential development numbering 30 or more units in a rural area will see an increase in 
vehicular movements along minor roads that will generate pollution and cause environmental damage.  
The NPPF recognises the difference between the rural and the urban networks and states (para 103) "However, 
opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas, and this should be 
taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making".
Without this recognition in VALP, we consider it to be inconsistent with national policy

Change to Plan No comment provided

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iv

Summary: Saved Policy RA 36 from AVDLP has no meaningful replacement.  We are deeply concerned that there are no policies 
contained in VALP to prevent either excessive traffic or damage to the rural network of roads.

Respondent: The Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) 

[30231]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3549 Object

MM212VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: see attachments

Change to Plan Full remedial action to correct the errors and gaps in the transport evidence base and modelling,
followed by a revised set of proposals including funding plans and timetable, with public consultation
on these modifications.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii

Summary: 1. Given the weakness of the modelling and evidence base, the
modified statement regarding evidence of sufficient capacity is
impossible to justify or achieve.

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Chris Webbley) 

[32942]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response to modified VALP from HFAG 15 Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

VALP transport cover note for Inspector 19 12 15_Redacted.pdf

VALP MMs representations on transport from HFAG 15 Dec 2019.pdf

TPP Letter to Local Plan Inspector 12122019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2778 Object
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Full Text: Policy T5 should be further amended to continue the "operational parking only" policy within Inner Aylesbury Relief 
Road and to reflect the recommendation SM3 of the Parking Strategy for Aylesbury Town Centre, paragraph 4.222 
should be deleted, and the reference to parking strategy removed from Policy D7.

Change to Plan Paragraph 4.222 should be deleted.
Add the words "replacement public" after the words "provision for" and delete the words "in accordance with the 
council's car parking strategy" in Policy D7.
Add the following to Policy T5:- "Inside the Aylesbury Inner Relief Road dedicated on-site parking provision associated 
with all development proposals should be restricted to that required for cars and other vehicles that are regularly and 
necessarily involved in the operation or land use. This will include collecting and delivering goods, the setting down of 
passengers, the storing or servicing of vehicles where this is an integral part of the operation or land use and parking 
by residents and their visitors. However, it excludes general customer and employee parking. Accordingly lower non-
residential parking standards than those set out in Appendix B(Table 2) will normally be permitted."

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: Policy T5 should be further amended to continue the "operational parking only" policy within Inner Aylesbury Relief 
Road and to reflect the recommendation SM3 of the Parking Strategy for Aylesbury Town Centre, paragraph 4.222 
should be deleted, and the reference to parking strategy removed from Policy D7.

Respondent: AOTRA (Mr  Adrian Harford) [28821] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Parking is going to be an issue for years ahead despite climate change activists and must be included in all 
developments at appropriate levels. People need to feel safe using them.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Parking is going to be an issue for years ahead despite climate change activists and must be included in all 
developments at appropriate levels. People need to feel safe using them.

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3384 Object

MM214VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The Consortium object to this additional policy wording. The principle of rear parking courts can be an appropriate 
approach even when other parking options exist. The consideration of their suitability is a consideration for the planning 
application stage. The modification is too restrictive.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3421 Support

MM214VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: T5 - Vehicle parking has been updated removing small garages as spaces as it is recognised that they are often used 
for storage not cars! (p246)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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MM214VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3516 Object

MM215VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Introduction
The unification of Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) and Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) reinforces the 
requirements that the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan (VALP) should include transport matters as an integral part of that 
document and not a document which is not subject to critical review.
AVDC have received central government funding both as a cycling town and a garden town, which is occasionally 
referred to by AVDC as a green town.
Aylesbury Society's concern is that the VALP is not 'Positively Prepared' in that infrastructure requirements are not met, 
fails to include proposals to enhance the town centre, contains no positive proposals to protect heritage assets and has 
no policy of enforcement of landscape planning conditions.   There is a lack of documentary support to 'justify' the 
content of several policies.   Finally, sound infrastructure delivery planning for some proposals is not provided.
Strategic Delivery
Three adjectives are used extensively within VALP, namely necessary, essential and critical. Necessary is defined in 
Chambers Dictionary as 'not able to be done without, or to be avoided'. Essential is defined as 'absolutely necessary' 
and 'critical' is defined as 'of great(est) importance'. 
Chapter 4 - Strategic Delivery states in para. 4.18 that, inter alia, the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) will; ' improve 
transport access and movement to the town centre and make it' (what is not clear) 'easier and more accessible through 
provision of walking and cycling connections and the use of public transport'.   We will demonstrate later that this is not 
achieved.   Para. 4.19 includes the statement that accessibility will be improved by 'enhancing the existing 
cycling/walking network ... identifying gaps in the network and ensuring greater connectivity across the Garden Town'.
Transport
Para 7.1 states that the accessibility to walking, cycling and public transport is essential to promoting sustainable 
development.
Para 7.2 states that enhanced facilities should be provided in new and existing areas for walking, cycling and public 
transport.
Para 7.6 seeks increased walking and cycling facilities.
Policy T.3 only makes reference to road schemes and protecting existing transport schemes (to be shown on Policies 
Map).   The associated table shows every road scheme bar the North East Link road as critical but the NELR is only 
'necessary' without an explanation why it is of lesser value.   In contrast the public transport corridors are shown as 
'necessary', as are works in the town centre to improve the pedestrian network.   No mention is made of cycle 
facilities.   In contrast the construction of a new transport hub is considered 'critical'.   Given that the railway station is 
fixed (and listed) this must involve moving the bus station away from its location within the town centre adjacent to the 
primary shopping centre.   Additionally the Hub would involve the demolition of the only supermarket adjacent to the 
bus station and the town centre primary shopping area.   The present situation is acceptable for the relatively small 
number of connections between bus and rail.   Both the need and 'critical' need justification, as the proposed hub would 
be less sustainable than the present situation which has been in existence for approximately 50 years without 
significant problems.
The table also includes the relatively small sum of £1.3m. for cycle improvements (classified only as 'necessary') for 
the whole of Aylesbury for the whole of the plan period.   Given that the missing parts of the cycle way network will be 
difficult and expensive to 'construct' this is totally inadequate and if para. 7.1 is applied should be 'critical'.
Policy T7a, states the cycle and footway network will be in accordance with T.3 but T.3 does not include any proposals 
nor does the Policies Map.
Policy T7b, is unclear.
Policy T.7c, does not cover gaps in the cycle way network.
Policy T.7d, does not address short comings in existing areas.
Policy T.8 does not address the increasing use of electric cycles and scooters.
The Aylesbury town and town centre policies maps do not include potential bus priority schemes, existing and new 
cycle facilities or any proposals for park and ride.
Green Space.
Policy NE7 - Local Green Spaces, is not protective of individual trees without Tree Preservation Orders.  Local history 
has seen the demolition of a stand of horse chestnuts to enable a car park to be constructed on Exchange Street and 
the nearby un-necessary destruction of half a copse of trees to permit a cafe to extend into the car park environs.   In 
neither case were the trees replaced.   It is recommended that a further policy or an extension to NE7 should require 
that the felling of any significant tree in a development would require justification including alternative solutions that 
were sought to avoid felling and that any felled trees should be replaced by at least two semi-mature trees.   In addition 
where a planning application indicates tree planting on the boundary it should be a planning condition that these are 
provided at the onset of development.
The Town Centre
Neither the written document nor the Town Centre proposals map show  proposals or policies to enhance the town 
centre by means of further pedestrianisation, connections between the 'jewel' cycle routes or enhancement of the 
environment by means of tree planting and landscaping.
Conclusions
It is the Society's view that the VALP is not 'Positively Prepared' in that walking, cycling, public transport and 
environmental enhancements are not adequately provided for. There is a lack of documentary support to 'Justify' 
priorities and need decisions and 'Sound Infrastructure Delivery Planning' is not  completely provided.

Summary: Policy T7a, states the cycle and footway network will be in accordance with T.3 but T.3 does not include any proposals 
nor does the Policies Map.

Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3516 Object

MM215VALP Main Modifications

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Policy T7b, is unclear.
Policy T.7c, does not cover gaps in the cycle way network.
Policy T.7d, does not address short comings in existing areas.
Policy T.8 does not address the increasing use of electric cycles and scooters.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

VALP modifications submission Dec. 2019.pdf

Summary.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2955 Support
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Full Text: Important that charging points are included when dwellings are built as retro fitting is difficult. Policing the use of 
charging points in car parks is too expensive for Parish Councils at over £9000 a year!

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Important that charging points are included when dwellings are built as retro fitting is difficult. Policing the use of 
charging points in car parks is too expensive for Parish Councils at over £9000 a year!

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2967 Support

MM218VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Buckingham Town Council welcomes this detailed guidance on requirements to ensure provision of options for 
residents.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Buckingham Town Council welcomes this detailed guidance on requirements to ensure provision of options for 
residents.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3091 Support
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Full Text: However, supermarkets and locations with dwell times of circa 1-2 hours should also have 7kW charging for Plug-in 
hybrids which can't use Rapid 50kW + machines. New homes should include cabling provision but home owners must 
be allowed to choose their own 7kW charger unit to suit personal preference (in terms of flexibility for connection to in-
house batteries, solar, off-peak and smart capabilities).

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: However, supermarkets and locations with dwell times of circa 1-2 hours should also have 7kW charging for Plug-in 
hybrids which can't use Rapid 50kW + machines. New homes should include cabling provision but home owners must 
be allowed to choose their own 7kW charger unit to suit personal preference (in terms of flexibility for connection to in-
house batteries, solar, off-peak and smart capabilities).

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Mr Warren Whyte) [29297] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: T7 - Refers to electric charging points, at least one per new house, 10% of bays for flats. Employment sites and long 
stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3571 - 32529 - MM218 - None

3571 Support

MM218VALP Main Modifications

possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Highways
 a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
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Legal?
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Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: For this reason, Hartwell House Estate / National Trust consider that it is important that housing allocation AGT2 makes 
reference to the need to protect the historic environment given that it is located immediately to the south of Hartwell 
House Registered Park and Gardens and Hartwell Conservation Area. Whilst the impact on the Registered Park and 
Gardens and Conservation Area may be deemed less than substantial, it is considered that this remains a significant 
material consideration in terms of the allocation of new housing south of the A418.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: For this reason, Hartwell House Estate / National Trust consider that it is important that housing allocation AGT2 makes 
reference to the need to protect the historic environment given that it is located immediately to the south of Hartwell 
House Registered Park and Gardens and Hartwell Conservation Area. Whilst the impact on the Registered Park and 
Gardens and Conservation Area may be deemed less than substantial, it is considered that this remains a significant 
material consideration in terms of the allocation of new housing south of the A418.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2754 - 29911 - MM221 - iv

2754 Object

MM221VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The Waddesdon Estate / National Trust consider that even where a proposal results in 'less than substantial harm' 
(NPPF Para 196) there should be a requirement for the developer to provide a detailed heritage impact assessment 
given that this harm is significant in material planning terms which might not be outweighed by the public benefit.

Change to Plan Amend Policy BE1 Heritage Assets to require development proposals that cause less than substantial harm to provide 
a heritage assessment.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: The Waddesdon Estate / National Trust consider that even where a proposal results in 'less than substantial harm' 
(NPPF Para 196) there should be a requirement for the developer to provide a detailed heritage impact assessment 
given that this harm is significant in material planning terms which might not be outweighed by the public benefit.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: Hartwell House Estate / National Trust consider that even where a proposal results in 'less than substantial harm' 
(NPPF Para 196) there should be a requirement for the developer to provide a detailed heritage impact assessment 
given that this harm is significant in material planning terms which might not be outweighed by the public benefit.

Change to Plan Amend Policy BE1 Heritage Assets to require development proposals that cause less than substantial harm to provide 
a heritage assessment.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Hartwell House Estate / National Trust consider that even where a proposal results in 'less than substantial harm' 
(NPPF Para 196) there should be a requirement for the developer to provide a detailed heritage impact assessment 
given that this harm is significant in material planning terms which might not be outweighed by the public benefit.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: BE4, section9 - more weight is given to protecting these.

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Protection is important and developments must comply with the increase in biodiversity and it must be enforced. 
Hedges removed by "mistake" need to be reinstated at developers cost to encourage a more environmental approach.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Protection is important and developments must comply with the increase in biodiversity and it must be enforced. 
Hedges removed by "mistake" need to be reinstated at developers cost to encourage a more environmental approach.

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Crest Nicholson recommend the changes set out below:

Use of an outdated Warwickshire metric, as advocated in paragraph 9.14, is inappropriate prior to the details being 
agreed through an SPD.  Paragraph 9.13 demonstrates that there is more work to be done to identify how the process 
will work and, until then, the use of the metric in isolation is premature.  Paragraph 9.14 is inconsistent with policy 
NE1c, which does say that biodiversity metric use will only commence when the SPD is in place. The last sentence of 
paragraph 9.14 referring to current use of the Warwickshire metric should therefore be deleted. 

Defra's Planning Practice Guidance on the Natural Environment (July 2019) stipulates the use of the Defra metric, and 
Natural England's guidance makes it clear that the 2.0 metric is improved from the older Warwickshire version .  Many 
local authorities are already starting to use the Defra metric in plan-making and, with the metric being finalised in 
Spring 2020, this would be ready for use by AVDC on adoption of the VALP.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment accessed on 2nd December 2019
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6020204538888192

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Support subject to minor change relating to the use of the Defra metric instead of the Warwickshire metric as currently 
in the policy.

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3305 - 29322 - MM224 - iv

3305 Object

MM224VALP Main Modifications

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF .

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections
"biometric" is incorrect term for the biodiversity metric.
The application of the mitigation hierarchy needs a different explanation
Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing.
The Bucks MK NEP is leading the work on Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain, not just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 
The "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire CC. 
The Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Could also refer to the recently-published DEFRA metric 2.0

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf
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NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan
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The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
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Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: ...promote 
the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological networks and the protection and recovery 
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: Very pleased that this section has been strengthened and I hope it will be enforced.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Very pleased that this section has been strengthened and I hope it will be enforced.

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Policy NE1 refers in its first paragraph to internationally or nationally protected sites or species but does not define what 
is meant by an internationally or nationally important species.  For example, all common birds are protected by law, but 
it is unclear if that brings them into the definition of nationally important. Further clarification should be provided within 
the policy text.

Modified policy NE1 (g) is inconsistent in its use of 'priority habitat' and 'protected site'.  The subtext seems to be that 
sites with priority habitat are equivalent to protected sites, which is of course not the case, unless those habitats have 
separately been protected with a designation such as SSSI.  There is also muddle and overlap with policy NE1e 
regarding habitats of principal importance which are generally considered to be the same as priority habitats under the 
Biodiversity Action Plan.

Policy NE1 (i) as currently worded may unintentionally but superficially appear to constrain development in Biodiversity 
Opportunity Areas (BOA).  However, BOAs are not intended to form constraints (see 
https://bucksmknep.co.uk/biodiversity-opportunity-areas/).  Shenley Park is located in the Whaddon Chase BOA and 
would be able to contribute to BOA objectives such as by woodland planting, so a policy wording amendment is needed 
to clarify that developments in BOAs can help to achieve the BOA objectives, rather than acting as a constraint.

Change to Plan  a policy wording amendment is needed to clarify that developments in Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) can help 
to achieve the BOA objectives, rather than acting as a constraint.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Support subject to minor policy wording changes to clarify that development within BOA can help to achieve BOA 
objectives

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Chilterns Conservation Board is concerned with the deletion of "irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and 
ancient trees". It is important not to lose this text and it doesn't appear to have be slotted in elsewhere.

Change to Plan Retain text on "irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and ancient trees"

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Chilterns Conservation Board is concerned with the deletion of "irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and 
ancient trees". It is important not to lose this text and it doesn't appear to have be slotted in elsewhere.

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy
 

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
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standing. 
In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The NEP suggests some amendments to various criteria in the policy make the policy clearer to interpret and 
understand

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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Full Text: Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 November 2019 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
We would like to thank you for taking many of our comments from previous consultations on board. 
Natural England is of the opinion that as it stands this Local Plan does not meet all of the tests of soundness. Natural 
England's primary concerns centre around Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity, as well as some of the new 
wording regarding Green Infrastructure. 
Once this is addressed we would be happy to review our advice with regards to soundness of the plan. 
We have also included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes 
concerned with wording of certain policies. 
QUESTIONS OF SOUNDNESS 
Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. In particular; 
* In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as 
well as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170. 
* In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

* In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 
*  In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 
* In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Unsound on the basis that it is ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
Green Infrastructure (p.256) and Policy I1 
In addition to the below comments on Green Infrastructure (GI), we are also supportive of the Buckinghamshire and 
Milton Keynes NEP's additional representations on reinstating support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles 2016 
document. 
Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions and practice of GI - 
including but not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, 
ANGSt guidance of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (2011) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. 
Inclusion of areas of hardstanding as 'green infrastructure' will lead to GI requirements being fulfilled without any sign of 
real green space. It will allow interpretation of the policy to lead to less green areas being provided, and therefore less 
ecosystem and natural capital services brought forward. 
Further to the above, the inclusion of transport links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is 
similarly incompatible with generally accepted definitions of GI. Natural England recognises that these routes could 
have the potential to provide GI connectivity, through such measures as tree or hedge planting along the route, but are 
not generally considered GI in their own right. 
Unsound on the basis that the modifications are unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats. 
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife. 
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 

Respondent: Natural England (Eleanor  Sweet-Escott) [32512] Agent: N/A
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conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1. 
Site Allocations 
Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. In order to comply with the NPPF, 
para. 175, 'if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused'. The NPPF also stresses the 
importance (para 171) of taking a 'strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 
infrastructure'. By including the words 'where practicable' you allow for the possibly of destruction of priority habitats 
and the loss of biodiversity. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. Unless you know there is mitigation required, then remove 
the 'as required'. The discrepancy on how biodiversity is considered between site allocations is currently inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170 and Policy NE1. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Natural England provided a response on 3rd June 2019 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment. 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me at eleanor.sweet-
escott@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Eleanor Sweet-Escott 
Lead Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent Team

Change to Plan Policy I1

In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as well 
as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent with 
NPPF para. 170. 

In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 

 In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 

In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

iii, iv

Summary: The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. Clarity is needed for criterion (a) (d) (e) and (g)
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: NE1 - Protected sites has given biodiversity more weight and is more specific which is to be encouraged (p266)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan It is recommended that this wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the 
definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176.
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3578 - 32529 - MM230 - None

3578 Support

MM230VALP Main Modifications

-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary:
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3309 - 29322 - MM231 - ii, iii

3309 Object

MM231VALP Main Modifications

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: MM231

Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the addition of a requirement for a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment for any development likely to impact on the AONB.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the addition of a requirement for a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment for any development likely to impact on the AONB.

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: NE4 - AONB is more protected

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3431 - 32090 - MM233 - None

3431 Support

MM233VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Hartwell House Estate considers that the deletion of criteria (a) which requires new development to 'be grouped where 
possible with existing buildings' will lead to further pressure for new development within the Area of Attractive 
Landscape outside of the village settlements within the open countryside.

Change to Plan Reinstated of Policy NE5; Criteria 'a) be grouped where possible with existing buildings'

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Hartwell House Estate considers that the deletion of criteria (a) which requires new development to 'be grouped where 
possible with existing buildings' will lead to further pressure for new development within the Area of Attractive 
Landscape outside of the village settlements within the open countryside.

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: NE5 - Landscape - visual impact to be minimised, avoid loss of important views, noise effects etc

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Figar Land Limited.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: My client supports the amendments made through proposed Main Modification MM234 as they result in a more 
positively worded and effective policy.
This modification is a more appropriate policy test as it quantifies a degree of harm to be avoided rather than 
suggesting that any harm be avoided at all.
Furthermore, we support , 'Development will be supported where appropriate mitigation to overcome any adverse 
impact to the character of the receiving landscape has been agreed'. This reflects a more positively prepared,
mitigation-led approach where potentially adverse effects can be reduced or avoided through good design. (officer 
summary)

Respondent: LDA Design (Mr David Bell) [29603] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29603 Bell, David - LDA Design_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan Further modifications to Policy NE5 to address internal inconsistencies and to
provide a positive, justified and effective approach. These further modifications
are presented in the Landscape and Visual Statement provided at Appendix 1 of
these representations.
 If AAL designations are to be retained, the removal of Eaton Leys from the
Brickhills AAL designation.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The revised wording now proposed by AVDC requires further modification, and is necessary to address an internal 
inconsistency within the policy - to make it effective - and to ensureconsistency with national policy. it is wholly 
unreasonable that AVDC continues to afford overriding weight to alleged landscape and visual harm arising from 
development at Eaton Leys.
The retention of Eaton Leys within the AAL is unsound. We do not repeat the case made
through the previous stage of the Examination, however, the case in favour of removing
Eaton Leys from the AAL has been strengthened in this intervening period as a result of
the commencement of construction of 500 homes and a local centre immediately to the
north of the site. Do not consider that the retention of the AAL designation, or the inclusion of Eaton Leys within the 
designation, is necessary, appropriate or sound. maintain that the AAL
designations should be deleted.

Respondent: L&Q Estates [32964] Agent: Barton Willmore (Michael Knott) [32936]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part2.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part9.pdf

20704 P14a A5 MK dw 19 12 16 - VALP MM Representations - Eaton Leys.pdf

20704 - RG - L 06 Illustrative Masterplan with consented scheme-A3.pdf

20704 LN-LP-201 Rev A Landscape and Visual Appraisal Plan-A1.pdf

191217 - 20704 - Eaton Leys - VALP main mods - L+V statement - ISSUE.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part13.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part1.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part7.pdf

Eaton Leys - covering letter_Redacted.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part11.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part4.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part5.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part6.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part8.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part10.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part12.pdf

Landcape and Visual Appraisal Photographs 2019_Part3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: see attachment

Change to Plan further
clarity is required to ensure that this policy is interpreted consistently through the decision making
process and so that the development industry is clear on what is expected from them.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The proposed additional wording towards the end of MM234  states
"development will be supported where appropriate mitigation to overcome any adverse impact to the
character of the receiving landscape has been agreed." Gladman are unclear what this additional
wording means, specifically the element that states, 'has been agreed'. Gladman believe further
clarity is required to ensure that this policy is interpreted consistently through the decision making
process and so that the development industry is clear on what is expected from them.

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (  Nicole Burnett) 

[32949]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32940 Burnett, Nicole - Gladman_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Very good

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Very good

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Policy NE8 is correct to aim to prevent adverse impact on ancient woodland or ancient trees, but the prescription of 
excessively large buffers is not justified on ecological grounds and is contrary to Natural England's advice of a 15m 
buffer around ancient woodland, and Natural England do not advise requiring a buffer around other woodland.  We 
have not seen any evidence to show that the 25m buffer around woodland, or 50m buffer around ancient woodlands is 
ecologically necessary.

We have also not seen AVDC's assessment of the effect of these buffers on allocated sites, such as how the buffers 
would unnecessarily reduce developable area and risk the allocations being undeliverable.  We have also not seen 
evidence from AVDC of ancient woodland impact from earlier developments closer than 50m to ancient woodlands 
having caused impacts on those woods.  For example, Howe Park Wood SSSI and ancient woodland in Milton Keynes 
to the east of Shenley Park is surrounded by residential development but is recorded by Natural England as in 
favourable condition.  

Whilst officers at AVDC might aspire to such buffers, they are not evidence-based and are inappropriate.  As every site 
is different, the policy should be modified to state 'Development must provide appropriate buffers to ancient woodland 
and other woodland as necessary for that site' with Natural England's Standing Advice of a 15m buffer for ancient 
woodland being taken as the default position.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Support subject to minor change in buffer size to reflect Natural England standing advice

Respondent: Crest Nicholson [32735] Agent: Mr James Brewer [32631]

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachment.

Change to Plan See attachment.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The main modification suggests that development must provide a minimum buffer of 50m between ancient woodland 
and any built development. This is inconsistent with guidance on the use of buffer zones around ancient woodlands1 
which states that:
"For ancient woodlands, you should have a buffer zone of at least 15 metres to avoid root damage. Where assessment 
shows other impacts are likely to extend beyond this distance, you're likely to need a larger buffer zone."
The Council should therefore amend the modification to reflect guidance on this matter.

Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt) 

[32193]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

HBF rep VALP MMs Dec 2019_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3433 - 32090 - MM236 - None

3433 Support

MM236VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: NE9 - Trees etc strengthened to refuse developments adjacent, adding buffers and joining up fragmented areas of 
woodland with new planting.

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: BTC welcomes this detailed guidance.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: BTC welcomes this detailed guidance.

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: C3 - Uses of natural resources highlights renewable energy and the current issues with water supply and sewage (new 
reservoirs required?).

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Summary: Green infrastructure has been strengthened and is more precise. I1 also considers playing pitches and open spaces 
following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra provision. (also 
I2 & Appendix D)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Water resources are stretched and reservoirs etc need to be provided to support all the extra housing

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Water resources are stretched and reservoirs etc need to be provided to support all the extra housing

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Chilterns Conservation Board support the NEP's views that green infrastructure should not include in its definition hard-
standing surfaces such as market squares, civic spaces, cycleways, footpaths (these are not defined and could be 
pavements). This does not adhere to generally-accepted definitions per PPG guidance, or locally-agreed definitions 
included in the Bucks GI Strategy and the recent NEP GI Vision and Principles document.

Change to Plan Delete potential hard surfaces such as "footpaths", "cycleways" and "other recreational routes".

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Chilterns Conservation Board support the NEP's views that green infrastructure should not include in its definition hard-
standing surfaces such as market squares, civic spaces, cycleways, footpaths (these are not defined and could be 
pavements). This does not adhere to generally-accepted definitions per PPG guidance, or locally-agreed definitions 
included in the Bucks GI Strategy and the recent NEP GI Vision and Principles document.

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3303 - 29322 - MM246 - ii, iii, iv

3303 Object

MM246VALP Main Modifications

iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". The NEP has several concerns with the revised 
definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 
refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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standing. 
In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for recommended change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons:
1.Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure
2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attachments for full representations and supporting documentation. Summaries are  officer summaries.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

ii, iv

Summary: Objects to the definition of Green Infrastructure introduced - specifically that private gardens cannot count towards 
Green Infrastructure provision on allocated sites.
The reason stated in the modification is that residential gardens would not count as they are not publicly accessible and 
would not meet Natural England's definition of accessible natural green space standards. 

This shows basic misunderstanding of the distinction between planning for open space and planning for GI.  Natural 
England's Green Infrastructure Guidance is very clear in establishing this difference, confirming that GI "considers 
private as well as public assets". 

This is reflected within the PPG definition of Green Infrastructure.

Respondent: Quod (Mr Pete Hall) [32882] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Supporting Technical Note from Vectos V2.docx_Redacted.pdf

Main Mod Draft Join Reps V1.pdf

2781-A-4001-T Draft Framework Masterplan - Nov 2019.pdf

25.11.2019 Final Draft Aylesbury MoU V3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Group

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: While we welcome the proposed broader definition of green infrastructure in principle, we query whether ancient 
monuments, footpaths, cycleways and other recreational routes can be accurately classed as "open green spaces" 
within the definition of green infrastructure. This unclear drafting needs to be improved. Ancient monuments are 
protected by legislation in order to preserve and protect them for the future; we suggest that they are removed from the 
definition of green infrastructure.

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group (Laurence Prestage) [32935]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32935 Alexander Liz, SMNPG_Redacted.pdf

32935, Alexander Liz, SMNPG 2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document. The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for 
Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure .  It provides 
a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - which are 
different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3313 - 29322 - MM253 - ii

3313 Object

MM253VALP Main Modifications

refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3314 - 29322 - MM255 - ii, iii, iv

3314 Object

MM255VALP Main Modifications

refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf
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VALP Main Modifications

O - 3315 - 29322 - MM256 - ii

3315 Object

MM256VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii

Summary: The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently at EU level nationally and locally.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Response form - NEP at 13 Dec 19.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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NEPs response to VALP Main Mods consultation - at 13 Dec 19 FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The Waddesdon Estate /  National Trust consider that an additional policy criteria should be added which takes into 
account the impact of any new proposals for Green Infrastructure on the historic environment (to be consistent with 
Sport and Recreation Policy)

Change to Plan Add a new policy criteria which relates to the impact of Green Infrastructure proposals on the historic environment

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: The Waddesdon Estate /  National Trust consider that an additional policy criteria should be added which takes into 
account the impact of any new proposals for Green Infrastructure on the historic environment (to be consistent with 
Sport and Recreation Policy)

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Hartwell House Estate / National Trust consider that an additional policy criteria should be added which takes into 
account the impact of any new proposals for Green Infrastructure on the historic environment (to be consistent with 
Sport and Recreation policy).

Change to Plan Add a new policy criteria which relates to the impact of Green Infrastructure proposals on the historic environment

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iv

Summary: Hartwell House Estate / National Trust consider that an additional policy criteria should be added which takes into 
account the impact of any new proposals for Green Infrastructure on the historic environment (to be consistent with 
Sport and Recreation policy).

Respondent: National Trust - Waddesdon Estate/Hartwell House 

(Mr Simon Milliken) [29911]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Natural Environment Partnership  - Reps to Modifications

There are 21 reps here.

SUBMISSION

See embedded document for a summary of each of the NEP's main concerns.

A summary of the main concerns is provided here:

1) Definition of Green Infrastructure 
The main modifications include a revised definition of Green infrastructure, based on a definition used in an underlying 
report assessing sport and recreation provision.  The revised definition includes as "green" infrastructure, hard-surfaced 
surfaces such as civic spaces and market squares as well as reference to cycle-ways, footpaths and other transport 
routes.  This definition does not adhere to EU strategy, national policies (e.g. the NPPF and associated guidance), 
other generally-accepted definitions (e.g. ANGSt - which the VALP proposes now to be referring to and is about 
provision of "nature nearby" - or CIEEM) or locally-agreed definitions in strategies and policies that AVDC is party to 
(such as the Bucks GI Strategy, the Aylesbury Vale GI strategy of 2011 and the NEP's 2016 Vision and Principles for 
the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes).  

Including such hard-standing surfaces would lead to perverse and unsatisfactory outcomes such as a concrete market 
square, or a cycle-route "counting" towards required GI provision and therefore taken into account in assessing whether 
"ANGSt" requirements have been met - which assesses and advocates access to natural greenspace near to where 
people live.  Clearly they should not count in this way.  Green Infrastructure is a term referring to areas of natural green 
space, often multi-functional, and its provision must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of the 
provision of leisure and cultural facilities.  The 2017 sports provision report should not be used to define the typology of 
green infrastructure, which has no accepted basis in accepted policy, for the VALP.  

The NEP strongly disagrees with the new definition additions related to hard surfaced community areas, footpaths, 
pedestrian networks, cycleways transport routes and "other recreational routes", and recommends they are removed.

2) Clarifications in the new Policy NE1
Policy NE1 has been amalgamated from two previous policies and as such is muddled in places / confuses different 
issues within one policy area -and requires a number of amendments to ensure clarity, so the Plan can be understood 
and implemented effectively, and consistency with national policies.  Although we understand the VALP is being 
inspected on the basis of the 2012 NPPF, the current NPPF (2018) provides a lot of the clarity required for this policy 
and so is used as justification.

Please note that a new Chilterns AONB Management Plan was adopted by Chilterns Conservation Board in February 
2019. Recommend updating to refer to the latest version. 

REASON TO SPEAK AT EXAMINATION 

To outline the importance of the NEP's key concerns - particularly regarding

- The revised definition of "Green Infrastructure" to include hard-standing surfaces such as market squares, civic 
spaces cycleways and transport routes.  These inclusions are NOT compliant with national policy (e.g. NPPF definition 
and PPG guidance) or generally-accepted definitions of green infrastructure at EU, national or local level policies or 
strategies.  Their inclusion in the definition is unsound and would risk perverse outcomes whereby "green" 
infrastructure provision requirements are met with provision of a hard-standing surface or market square. 
To clarify in person the nature of the changes proposed by the NEP at Policy  NE1 - there is some lack of clarity and 
detail in the modified policy and supporting text resulting from the amalgamation of  two previous draft policies that 
existed in the previous draft VALP.

Rep to MMO17

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 

Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MMO018

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

 

Rep to MM246

The revised definition of green infrastructure includes reference to an ANGSt-compliant network - now including 
"woodland, natural and semi-natural habitats for wildlife, Local nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites...footpaths, 
cycleways...and other recreational routes" as well as "transport routes". 
The NEP strongly argues that its representation on this is considered - as i) it relates to the main modifications MM017 
and MM018 ; and ii) some of the suggested amendments are not sound and could lead to perverse outcomes. 
The NEP has several concerns with the revised definition: 
* "transport routes", footpaths" [undefined, but could mean residential pavements for example], "cycleways" and "other 
recreational routes" are being listed as types of green infrastructure. 

The NEP is concerned with this definition and recommends removal. Whilst these are potentially sustainable travel 
routes, and could be green infrastructure if wildlife grew along them, they should not be confused with having an 
equivalent 

meaning to "green infrastructure". Provision of a cycleway or a footpath should not count towards provision of green 
infrastructure. 
A cycleway or footpath does not provide the same biodiversity, wildlife or ecosystem services for people as truly 
"green" infrastructure would - e.g. contribution to local air quality, shading, flood risk reduction, pollination, linking 
habitats for biodiversity and wildlife, vegetation for carbon uptake, etc. Transport routes, footpaths and cycleways 
should not be confused with green infrastructure and their inclusion could, therefore, lead to perverse outcomes. 
* "allotments" are listed twice in the revised definition. 

* There is no definition of "ANGSt" included here (but there should be)- or justification /explanation as to why it might be 
important to consider in terms of infrastructure covering services and facilities. 

* Including "Local Nature Reserves" and "Local Wildlife Sites" in the definition of green infrastructure might give the 
impression that such sites are infrastructure provision and should be accessible, rather than valuable intrinsically for 
wildlife. It is essential to understand that, in line with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership's "Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" - "some wildlife habitats that are particularly sensitive to human disturbance may not be suited to multi-
functionality including access. But sites, routes and links taken together should seek to create a multi-functional and 
connected network." So not all GI provision can be, or should be, multi-functional.

 Soundness -justified; 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.1)

The new paragraph 9.9 inserted should include the definition of priority habitats and species with reference to the 
NERC Act 2006, per the NPPF . 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM224 (no.2)

The paragraph about the "biometric calculator" requires some corrections for clarity - to more clearly set out that: 
i) "biometric" is not the correct term for the biodiversity metric. Biometric refers to human body measurements and 
calculations. 

ii) The application of the mitigation hierarchy requires avoidance, then exploitation of all on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation opportunities, before seeking any off-site offsets to achieve a net gain; 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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iii) Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 
possible through the mitigation hierarchy). 

iv) It is the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership, the area's Local Nature Partnership, 
using its combined partnership expertise, that is leading the work on the Bucks & MK biodiversity net gain scheme, not 
just the Buckinghamshire Councils; 

And 
i) That the "Warwickshire" metric refers to the most recent version of the metric being used by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

ii) That the Warwickshire metric is one of a number available. Consideration could, for example, also be given to the 
recently-published Defra metric 2.0 released as a test / beta metric. 
Soundness - effective 

Rep to MM228

The NEP suggests some amendments to make the policy clearer to interpret and understand, in particular with 
reference to: 
i. Protected sites -to reinstate reference to SSSIs, irreplaceable habitats such as ancient trees or woodland. These are 
not mentioned elsewhere and are specifically highlighted in the NPPF (SSSI at 175b; 

irreplaceable habitats at 175c) 

ii. In NE1 (a) to make it clear that it is not just SSSIs that are being referred to here, but features of sites of international 
or national importance - and protected sites and species; also that the NPPF (Para 175b) states that development 
proposals leading to adverse impacts should not normally be permitted -it does not have to be a "significant" adverse 
impact in this instance. 
iii. In NE1 (c), to make clear the biodiversity net gain requirement applies to all development except for householder 
applications (and particular exceptions to be specified in an SPD). 

iv. In NE1 (d) what might be meant by "significant harm". The description of the mitigation hierarchy in this paragraph is 
about what happens with a net loss in biodiversity as calculated using a metric that uses impacts on habitats as a proxy 
for affects on species. "Significant harm" is a different term - with a different meaning based on ecological loss. 
v. In NE1 (d) to set out more clearly how, in the case of a habitat-based calculated net loss (e.g. calculated via an 
accepted  metric), the mitigation hierarchy should require on-site avoidance, mitigation and compensation first, and 
offsite-offsets only as a last resort. This is different, and should not be confused / amalgamated with, what would 
happen in the case of "significant harm" - an ecological term (not necessarily based on units from a metric that reviews 
impacts on habitats as a proxy for impact on species) - where the mitigation hierarchy gives strong protections. It is 
recommended this is made clear in Policy NE1. 

vi. In NE1(e), the meaning of a site of regional or local importance and that this includes LWS and LGS 

vii. In NE1 (e) - to explain the meaning of a "habitat of principal importance" - that this is known as a priority habitat. 

viii. Make clear the expectations overall for plan to promote the conservation and restoration and enhancement of 
priority habitats, ecological networks, priority species and to secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

ix. In NE1 (f), ecological surveys should be consistent with standards and also guidance - e.g. the CIEEM Ecological  
Report Writing guidance. 

x. In NE1(g) the expectations for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority Habitat. Text from the NPPF 
(2018) should be incorporated in to this section of the Plan . Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:.... b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity." 

xi. In NE1 (g) - to remove the last sentence regarding assessing whether advantages outweigh the disadvantages of 
development to the protected site and local community v adverse impacts. This is not in line with the NPPF and it is not 
clear the basis on which it is included. "The only exception will be where the advantages of development to the 
protected site and the local community clearly outweigh the adverse impacts. In such a case, the Council will consider 
the wider implications of any adverse impact 
to a protected site, such as its role in providing a vital wildlife corridor, mitigating flood risk or ensuring good water 
quality in a catchment." 

xii. The definition of a priority habitat or priority species should be included in the glossary -per the NPPF (2018) -which 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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refers to the definition in the NERC Act 2006 - should be included for clarity at Para 9.9 and in the Glossary. 

xiii. The Biodiversity Code of Practice referred to in NE1 (f) should be BS42020 (not BS2020 -i.e. the 4 has been 
missed) 

xiv. In NE1 (i) To correct - that the NEP's Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) does not just solely focus on creating priority 
habitat within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, but in areas of local biodiversity priority. 

xv. In NE(i), it should not the amount of information available about a site that determines its significance and 
importance for biodiversity. 

NE1 Protected Sites has clearly been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF 2018, which is appropriate. 
However, paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been 
considered in NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this 
wording is incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected 
site/habitat: 
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites: 
a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 
b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 
c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential Special 
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites. 
177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 
assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective (clarity) 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to 231

To strengthen the wording around what the SPD will expect in terms of using a biodiversity metric to measure impacts 
from development on biodiversity. 
To clarify the NEP's role in working with the Buckinghamshire councils to develop a consistently biodiversity net gain 
scheme for the area. 
To make the policy clearer and easier to interpret. 
To correct the term "biometric" to biodiversity. 

Soundness - effective 
Soundness - justified 

Rep to 227

There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included. 

Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM246

The NEP strongly disagrees with the insertion of the definition of green infrastructure for the VALP, to now include 
market squares and other hard surfaced community areas. No justification of why these have been included has been 
given. 
Including hard surfaces in a Green Infrastructure definition is concerning for three main reasons - because it: 
1. Does not adhere to national policy or recognised definitions or practice of green infrastructure - including latest PPG 
definition of green infrastructure, European GI Strategy definition, Natural England's definitions within the ANGSt suite 
of documents, and local definitions -including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the Bucks & 
MK Natural Environment Partnership (2016) definitions - so is unsound; 

2. Does not adhere to ANGSt definitions of publicly-accessible "natural" green spaces or the "Nature Nearby" examples 
of "natural" spaces or green infrastructure definition - so the new VALP wording is internally inconsistent with the policy 
around ANGSt. The revised draft VALP at Paras 11.7 and 11.8 indeed cites the ANGSt requirements for "...access to 
good quality natural greenspace near where they live". Para 11.8 specifically quotes from Natural England's "Nature 
Nearby" publication (2011) that a "natural" space must be "...a place where human control and activities 
are not intensive so that a feeling of naturalness is allowed to predominate". 

However - nowhere in the "Nature Nearby" Accessible Natural Greenspace guidance document, where ANGSt (Access 
to Natural Greenspace Standard) is explained, or in the example sites provided there, does is suggest that 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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hardstanding community areas such as market squares and similar civic spaces would qualify as "natural". The 
guidance suggests that such spaces could take many forms -"from a space dedicated to wildlife to more local nature 
such as a village common, the local park, the scrap of land at the bottom of the street" - so this about nature being 
nearby - not hardstanding surfaces being nearby. 

To emphasise the point and the need for consistency with ANGSt and other definitions and practice - , the "Nature 
nearby" publication includes the following: 
* Definition of "green infrastructure" (pg 8): 

"Green Infrastructure - A strategically planned and delivered network comprising the broadest 
range of high quality green spaces and other environmental features. Designed and managed as a multi-functional 
resource capable of delivering those ecological services and quality-of-life benefits required by the communities it 
serves and needed to underpin sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and enhance the 
character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to habitats and landscape types." 
Even in the definition of multi-functionality is no mention made of hard surfaces: 
* "Multi-functionality - The ability to perform more than one function at the same time. In terms of greenspace this can 
mean providing opportunities for recreation whilst delivering biodiversity and contributing to climate change adaptation 
and mitigation." 

* Proxy measures of land use when determining what is "natural" - Annex 2, page 48. There is no mention of hard 
surfaces! 
3. Would lead to perverse outcomes - e.g. where green infrastructure requirements are fulfilled without any actual 
green 
spaces being provided - therefore the ecosystem services that would otherwise be provided would be absent (ANGSt 
would not, therefore be fulfilled either). 

The NEP therefore strongly recommends the removal of the new, unsupported and unjustified definition of green 
infrastructure to include hard-surfaced civic surfaces, in favour of the previous definitions and those provided in the 
"Nature Nearby" publication about ANGSt, in PPG guidance, and locally in the NEP's Vision and Principles for the 
Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, agreed by all NEP partners, including 
AVDC, in 2016. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - consistency with national policy 

Rep to MM249

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership is disappointed to see the removal of 
reference to the "Vision and principles for the improvement of green infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes" as an explicitly-supported document, particularly as this was agreed in 2016 by all the NEP's partners, 
including AVDC. 
The "Assessment for Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale" Final Report 2017 does not 
include generally-accepted typologies of green infrastructure (as outlined in detail at the NEP's response to MM246). It 
actually provides a wide definition of "open space" (see page 12) and also of "living spaces" (see paras 2.10 and 2.11) - 
which are different concepts and must not be confused with GI or used to set strategies for GI. The purpose of the 
"Final Report" (see its Para 2.15-2.17) was to define a shared vision for culture and sport, and to conduct a needs and 
provision assessment based on local evidence. 
The 2017 "Final Report" referred to in the new paragraph is therefore incorrectly being drawn upon to provide a 
typology of green infrastructure. 
These definitions are very different from, and should not be confused with, Green Infrastructure. GI is a far broader 
term and must not be assessed and planned for within the narrower lense of leisure and cultural facilities. 
The "Final Report" itself includes, at Para 4.129, reference to "civic spaces, including market squares and other hard 
surfaced community areas used for community activities" as being included as green infrastructure - but without 
explanation. This is not the accepted definition of GI or consistent with national policy. 
Equally as crucial here, the "Final Report" appears to be being relied on for the definition of GI in the new wording of 
the modified sections of the VALP and Policy I1 - yet this report focussed on assessing sports and culture needs and 
included hardstanding surfaces within its definition of GI without explanation. These spaces are NOT the same as 
green infrastructure needs or indeed the ANGSt definitions or standards which have now been introduced as key in the 
new VALP modified wording. 
The NEP does not, therefore, agree that the 2017 Final Report should be used to define the typology of green 
infrastructure - the report was for a different purposes and typologies of open and living spaces cannot be used for 
setting policies on green infrastructure without being inconsistent with generally-accepted definitions of GI from EU, 
national and local policy and strategies, and risking perverse and possibly unintended outcomes from the GI Policy I1. 
The generally-accepted definitions of GI include those in current PPG guidance, in the European GI Strategy, in the 
ANGSt documents to which the draft VALP is now looking to adhere to, in the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy of 2011, which built on the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy of 2009, and in the locally-agreed 
and partnership-wide approved NEP documents on how to improve green infrastructure across the local area. 
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The purpose of green infrastructure in such definitions tends to include multi-functionality - but with respect to wildlife 
and other ecosystem services such as space for recreation, health & wellbeing, - but not with the primary function being 
to enhance the sport and recreation value, as is implied in the new wording and which could lead to perverse 
outcomes. 
The new draft wording does not give any explanation as to why the typologies of a Sports / recreation / culture focussed 
assessment report should take precedence in setting the definition of GI in the Policy I1 in the modified draft VALP, 
over widely-accepted definitions of green infrastructure form the EU, PPG guidance, ANGSt and accepted local GI-
related strategies including the 2011 Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. 
The suggested corrections are therefore to reinstate support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles document and 
provide clarity over what GI means according to the accepted guidance and definitions - to that the Policy I1 is properly 
informed. 
NB - if a section regarding open spaces and dedicated recreation spaces including sports spaces is required, then for 
the reasons outlined, this should be in a separate paragraph and not mixed into the Green Infrastructure section of the 
modified VALP. 
As stated above, green infrastructure and the ANGSt standards do not include open and leisure spaces as such a mix 
would suggest - which is misleading, risks misinterpretation and would lead to perverse outcomes -e.g. the provision of 
a hard-standing surface being accepted as a "natural" area of accessible greenspace as if the ANGSt standards would 
intend this - they specifically do not. 

Soundness - unjustified 
Soundness - ineffective 
Soundness - inconsistency with national policy 

Rep to MM253

To correct the otherwise incorrect statement that the 2017 Final Report identified deficiencies across the AVDC district 
in terms of meeting ANGSt standards. It was the Buckinghamshire 2009 GI Strategy findings that are quoted here, not 
findings from the "2017 Final Report." 
The "Final Report (2017)" referred to replicates directly the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 
findings, rather than any new data or work. Para 4.141 of the "Final Report" states this. This is acknowledged in the 
2011 Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 document (see page 10) and the new wording added into the 
latest draft VALP directly draws on the words in that strategy. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM255

Again, the NEP objects to the inclusion of types of infrastructure that do not fall within the generally-accepted 
definitions of GI as provided by EU, national and local policies and strategies. 
To avoid inconsistency with national policy, inconsistency with ANGSt requirements, and likely perverse outcomes, the 
NEP advocates that reference to existing pedestrian and cycle networks when discussing GI is explained. These routes 
may have the potential to provide GI connectivity routes but are not regarded as GI in their own right. The suggested 
amendments are made to reflect this. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness -inconsistent with  national policy

Rep to MM256

The NEP is disappointed to see the wholescale removal of explicit support in the modified VALP to the NEP's locally-
agreed Vision and principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. 

This has been replaced with a non-equivalent paragraph concerning the threshold to which accessibility standards 
should be applied - the NEP assumes refer to the ANGSt standards, although this could be made clearer. 
The NEP therefore advocates reinstating the commitment to the locally-agreed principles. 

Soundness - justified 

Rep to MM258

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
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Infrastructure" - yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares or cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes  for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MM259

The new paragraph inserted here in the modified VALP refers to an "Open Space, Sports, Leisure and Public Realm 
SPD" that will set out "detailed guidance for the maintenance and adoption of open space". 
The NEP is concerned that this new paragraph (para 11.14 in the modified VALP) sits within a section on "Green 
Infrastructure" -yet the SPD referred to in the new paragraph is for open space and sports and leisure spaces. These 
are different concepts. 
We are concerned that the amendments to this paragraph illustrate a broader concern that the whole Section on 
"detailed" infrastructure tries to amalgamate both green infrastructure and open or sports spaces, and the policy 
objectives and treatment in planning associated with them. 
However - green infrastructure is defined differently (at EU level, nationally and locally) to the modified VALP (it should 
not include hard standing or cycleways in its definition, nor imply pavements - none of which include any "natural" 
spaces against which ANGSt criteria should be assessed). 
Green infrastructure is therefore a separate concept and should not be included within an SPD on "Open space, sports, 
leisure and public realm". 
Muddling the concept and benefits provided by "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a hard-standing surface "counts" 
towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken into account in assessing 
whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were never devised to encourage such spaces nearby -they strive to provide access to nature near 
to where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy any accepted definition of 
green infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to Green Infrastructure from others types of 
open space that could include hard standing, cycle ways, or civic spaces such as market squares. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy

Rep to MM260

This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. 
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In doing so, the catch-all policy is trying to achieve many things but risks not delivering on the accepted international, 
national and local definitions of green infrastructure included within policy and strategy - which do NOT include, for 
example, cycleways, or areas of hard standing. 
Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, sports 
facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and unsatisfactory 
outcomes for existing and new communities - where, for example, the provision of a 
hard-standing surface "counts" towards "green" infrastructure provision for planning application purposes - and is taken 
into account in assessing whether ANGSt criteria have been met. 
The ANGSt criteria were not devised to encourage such spaces nearby - they strive to provide access to nature near to 
where people live. 
And the provision of hard-standing, as referenced in the "2017 Final Report" in the modified VALP (referring to an 
assessment of sports, recreation and open space provision in the Vale) does not satisfy accepted definitions of green 
infrastructure from national or local strategies or policies. 
The NEP therefore considers this mixing of the needs and policies around green infrastructure and other types of open 
and sports spaces for communities to be wholly unsound. 
The suggested amendments are therefore to separate out any reference to and requirements for Green Infrastructure 
and ANGSt requirements for "natural" accessible green space near to where people live, from others types of open 
space that could include hard standing, cycle ways and pedestrian routes (which do not necessarily include "natural" 
areas within or along them), or civic spaces such as market squares. 
For this reason the NEP advocates reinstating part of the draft VALP's policy on Green Infrastructure, which adheres to 
the generally-accepted definitions of GI. 
We have then provided some suggested amendments to the modified policy based on the updated wording of the 
modified version, to make clear that: 
- Amenity green space will not necessarily include any element of "natural" and so may not meet ANGSt standards. For 
example, an artificial grass area provides an amenity green space but would not provide any "natural" areas. 

- The term "wildlife value" in the modified policy at i), is not defined. Most areas of unbuilt land would hold some wildlife 
value. 

- The comment about formal outdoor sports areas, play areas and allotments being located within or outside ANGSt 
should specifically state that these are not considered to be part of the ANGSt assessment of whether there is 
sufficient natural greenspace near to a development 

- In Policy I1a) it is the GI opportunity zones that were identified by the Bucks & MK NEP, and not the public rights of 
way; also that the opportunity zones are at the very large scale; whereas GI networks existing at all scales -from the 
very large to the local. 

- In Policy I1d) that the range of types of GI 
isn't as important as the benefits that GI provides - the ecosystem services provided to wildlife and people. 

- In Policy I1e) to make it clear that requirements for GI to be provided (i.e. measured against the ANGSt standards 
highlighted in the modified VALP) should be separate from any requirements for sports, recreation facilities or public 
realm improvements -because green infrastructure does not include areas of, for example, hard standing, civic spaces, 
market squares or cycleways which might be included within "sports, recreation facilities" and "public realm". 

- In Policy I1g), the importance of links and connections between existing GI and GI features and development areas 
including across adjoining land (as had been referenced in the deleted text). 

- ANGSt is an assessment standard of the provision of natural greenspace accessible nearby to where people live. It is 
not a term to describe a type of land in itself. 

- That loss of natural green space and whether it is "surplus t requirements" does not just rely on measurement against 
the ANGSt standards - this should  
be subject to an ecological assessment too. 

- That not all accessible natural green space will be provided by a developer - it may already exist nearby or on the 
development site. 

Soundness - justified 
Soundness - effective 
Soundness - inconsistent with national policy 

Rep to MMO34

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 
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Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO39

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO40

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MMO46

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM053

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Rep to MM054

The NEP is concerned that the deletion of paragraphs removes the place-shaping principles including 'Take account of 
long-distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB' 

Soundness - justified

Change to Plan See attachment for requested change to plan.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: This modification represents the wholescale removal of a specific policy related to green infrastructure, to be replaced 
with a policy that is still called Green Infrastructure but which aims to encompass both green infrastructure and broader 
categories of infrastructure such a sports spaces and civic spaces including market squares and areas of hard-
standing. Muddling the concept and policy requirements of "green" infrastructure with those of general open spaces, 
sports facilities and hardstanding surfaces such as market squares and cycleways will lead to perverse and 
unsatisfactory outcomes for existing and new communities.
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Full Text: Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 November 2019 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
We would like to thank you for taking many of our comments from previous consultations on board. 
Natural England is of the opinion that as it stands this Local Plan does not meet all of the tests of soundness. Natural 
England's primary concerns centre around Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity, as well as some of the new 
wording regarding Green Infrastructure. 
Once this is addressed we would be happy to review our advice with regards to soundness of the plan. 
We have also included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes 
concerned with wording of certain policies. 
QUESTIONS OF SOUNDNESS 
Policy NE1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
The amalgamation of the biodiversity policies has resulted in a policy and supporting text which is currently unclear and 
open to interpretation. We are supportive of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 
(NEP) representations on this policy and supporting text. In particular; 
* In (a), clarity needs to be provided that sites of national and international importance are being referred to here, as 
well as protected species. This section currently only mentions Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170. 
* In (d), greater clarity on implementation of the Mitigation Hierarchy is required, to ensure on-site avoidance, mitigation 
and compensation is implemented prior to off-site. Ineffective and inconsistent with NPPF paras. 32, 174. 

* In (e), definition of what is meant by 'regional' or 'local sites' - designated Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Geological Sites (LGS). Inconsistent with NPPF para 171. 
*  In (g), we require further information about expectation for planning when a development is proposed on a Priority 
Habitat. When this is the case, any mitigation should not be off-site. Where no Priority Habitat is involved, mitigation is 
expected to follow the mitigation hierarchy (as outlined in (d)). Several of the site allocations include or are directly 
adjacent to areas of Priority Habitat, so it is vital that this policy provides greater clarity which is less open to 
interpretation. NPPF para. 174. 
* In (g), Natural England would like to see removal of section detailing where advantages to the local community 
outweigh adverse impacts to habitats and species. This is inconsistent with the NPPF and plays no role in protecting 
and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity. NPPF para 175. 

Unsound on the basis that it is ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
Green Infrastructure (p.256) and Policy I1 
In addition to the below comments on Green Infrastructure (GI), we are also supportive of the Buckinghamshire and 
Milton Keynes NEP's additional representations on reinstating support for the NEP's GI Vision and Principles 2016 
document. 
Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions and practice of GI - 
including but not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, 
ANGSt guidance of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (2011) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. 
Inclusion of areas of hardstanding as 'green infrastructure' will lead to GI requirements being fulfilled without any sign of 
real green space. It will allow interpretation of the policy to lead to less green areas being provided, and therefore less 
ecosystem and natural capital services brought forward. 
Further to the above, the inclusion of transport links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is 
similarly incompatible with generally accepted definitions of GI. Natural England recognises that these routes could 
have the potential to provide GI connectivity, through such measures as tree or hedge planting along the route, but are 
not generally considered GI in their own right. 
Unsound on the basis that the modifications are unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. 
ADVISORY 
D-WHA001 Shenley Park 
Due to the areas of ancient woodland (irreplaceable habitat), deciduous woodland (priority habitat) and 'no main habitat 
but additional habitats present' (priority habitat) on the site, we advise wording is put in to ensure habitats are not 
damaged or destroyed. In addition, we advise removal of 'where practicable' in regards to retention of habitats. 
D-HAL003 RAF Halton 
Wording should be added to the site specific description to highlight the neighbouring sites of ecological value, and to 
ensure they are not encroached onto. 
The 50% green infrastructure on site should focus on providing a similar experience to the adjacent Ancient Woodland 
to keep people on-site. Mitigation options for recreational disturbance can include offsite works such as signage, 
fencing and footpath creation within the protected sites to minimise recreational disturbance such as trampling of 
vegetation, dog fouling, and disturbance of wildlife. 
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 
As the main Policy for the Garden Town, we recommend addition to D1 to require all associated development to 

Respondent: Natural England (Eleanor  Sweet-Escott) [32512] Agent: N/A
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conserve the biodiversity on site and provide a biodiversity net gain through multifunctional green infrastructure. this is 
supported within the NPPF (paras. 170, 175 (d). and will bring the Policy in line with Policies NE1-9 and I1. 
Site Allocations 
Several of our points can be applied across all of the site allocation policies; 
* We recommend removal of all mentions of 'where practicable' in reference to the retention of existing habitats, 
woodland and hedgerows, and creation of linkages of surrounding wildlife assets. In order to comply with the NPPF, 
para. 175, 'if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused'. The NPPF also stresses the 
importance (para 171) of taking a 'strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 
infrastructure'. By including the words 'where practicable' you allow for the possibly of destruction of priority habitats 
and the loss of biodiversity. 
*  It is Natural England's opinion that the vast majority of the site allocations should require an ecological management 
plan and subsequent ecological mitigation to be provided. Unless you know there is mitigation required, then remove 
the 'as required'. The discrepancy on how biodiversity is considered between site allocations is currently inconsistent 
with NPPF para. 170 and Policy NE1. 
* All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in biodiversity, to remain consistent with 
para. 170 (d) of the NPPF. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Natural England provided a response on 3rd June 2019 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment. 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me at eleanor.sweet-
escott@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Eleanor Sweet-Escott 
Lead Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent Team

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

ii, iii, iv

Summary: Natural England does not agree with the VALP's modified definition of GI to include market squares and other hard 
surfaced areas as GI. This inclusion is contradictory to national policy and recognised definitions  of GI - including but 
not restricted to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) definition of GI (July 2019), European GI Strategy, ANGSt guidance 
of 'natural' greenspace, and local definitions - including the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) and the 
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership's 2016 definitions. The inclusion of transport 
links (in Policy T6) such as existing walking and cycle routes as GI is incompatible.

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Summary: C4 /I1-Green infrastructure has been strengthened and is more precise. I1 also considers playing pitches and open 
spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Change to Plan N/A
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Soundness Tests

N/A
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Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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Full Text: Excellent

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Excellent

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Sport England welcomes reference to the use of the Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Facilities Strategy to guide 
contributions to sport and recreation to meet demand generated by development needs. It will also be used as the 
principal evidence base to demonstrate the need for existing sports facilities.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Sport England welcomes reference to the use of the Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Facilities Strategy to guide 
contributions to sport and recreation to meet demand generated by development needs. It will also be used as the 
principal evidence base to demonstrate the need for existing sports facilities.

Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal) [32730] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Sport England supports approach, however, work has stalled on the development of the Playing Pitch Strategy and 
Built Facilities Strategy. Sport England is unclear whether the work is progressing as indicated.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Sport England supports approach, however, work has stalled on the development of the Playing Pitch Strategy and 
Built Facilities Strategy. Sport England is unclear whether the work is progressing as indicated.

Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal) [32730] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Sport England would ask that specific reference is made to our relevant guidance, Assessing Needs and Opportunities 
Guidance (ANOG), to ensure that any assessment is carried out in a robust manner in compliance with para 96 of the 
NPPF.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Sport England would ask that specific reference is made to our relevant guidance, Assessing Needs and Opportunities 
Guidance (ANOG), to ensure that any assessment is carried out in a robust manner in compliance with para 96 of the 
NPPF.

Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal) [32730] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Sport England wishes to highlight that work on these assessments has stalled and they have not been completed as 
far as we are aware.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: Sport England wishes to highlight that work on these assessments has stalled and they have not been completed as 
far as we are aware.

Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal) [32730] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Sport England does not support the adoption of standards to identify the level of sport/recreation provision required to 
meet the demand generated by new development. Our view is that the Playing Pitch Strategy and/or the Built Facilities 
Strategy as a more robust assessment should be used to inform the amount and type of provision needed. It might be 
that improvements to existing facilities may be sufficient rather than new provision, in which case a standards approach 
doesn't account for the local context as it is based on making new provision available.

Change to Plan Reference should be made to needs assessments in the form of Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Facilities Strategy 
rather than standards.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii, iv

Summary: Sport England does not support the adoption of standards to identify the level of sport/recreation provision required to 
meet the demand generated by new development. Our view is that the Playing Pitch Strategy and/or the Built Facilities 
Strategy as a more robust assessment should be used to inform the amount and type of provision needed. It might be 
that improvements to existing facilities may be sufficient rather than new provision, in which case a standards approach 
doesn't account for the local context as it is based on making new provision available.

Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal) [32730] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: The clause on 10 homes or gross area of 1000sqm creates confusion on how this policy will be implemented. Clarity is 
needed so that any development over 10 units contributes in some way to the required infrastructure. The unit size may 
partially impact on the number of residents, but this should not exclude developments completely contributions.

Change to Plan Delete size requirement.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

ii, iii

Summary: The clause on 10 homes or gross area of 1000sqm creates confusion on how this policy will be implemented. Clarity is 
needed so that any development over 10 units contributes in some way to the required infrastructure. The unit size may 
partially impact on the number of residents, but this should not exclude developments completely contributions.

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Mr Warren Whyte) [29297] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: MM272
Please can you clarify why the paragraph about culverting has been deleted.

Respondent: Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29316] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale local plan three additional sites June 2019.pdf

Environment Agency response to VALP Main Modifications.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: We note that a number of changes have been made to Policy I4 in response to comments made by Anglian Water 
relating to Sustainable Drainage Systems as part of the previous consultation.

These changes would address our previous comments relating to Policy I4 of the Local Plan and are fully supported.

Change to Plan N/A

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Summary: We note that a number of changes have been made to Policy I4 in response to comments made by Anglian Water 
relating to Sustainable Drainage Systems as part of the previous consultation.

These changes would address our previous comments relating to Policy I4 of the Local Plan and are fully supported.

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison 

Manager) [29922]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please see attachments.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary:
MM275 Part a

Please can you clarify the purpose of these measurements.

MM275 Part e
In part 'e' there has been additional wording added about surface water flood risk but it should be clear that there 
should be no increase in fluvial flood risk as well. The two forms of flood risk need to be addressed clearly in this policy.

Additional wording for Policy I4
In our response letter dated 14 December 2017 we also asked for additional  wording to be added to policy I4 (see full 
text of representation).

Respondent: Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29316] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Environment Agency response to VALP Main Modifications.pdf

Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale local plan three additional sites June 2019.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Full Text: Please find BCC's full technical comments to the VALP Main Modifications below.
MM032
Highways
-Change 'which should' to 'which will'
-Suggest addition of 'no vehicular access to the South East Aylesbury link road will be permitted to serve development 
sites'
MM035
Highways
- c. - Change to prioritising and safeguarding delivery of...
-d. - suggest addition of ' all development sites shall be designed to provide unhindered vehicular, pedestrian and cycle 
connections to adjoining sites'
Implementation approach
Change to ... 'once in accordance with an AGT1 masterplan SPD for the entire allocation'.

BCC are responding to a number of elements of the VALP which have been set out into sections below.

MM041

Highways
-BCC suggest that this point refers to dualing. As this will be determined through modelling and impact assessment, we 
suggest that this is changed to 'safeguarded for future dualling in the event that is built as a single carriageway.
-Junction improvements may be more than A418 and A413 so suggest this is a separate bullet point.
-Other network improvements as necessary as agreed through the consideration of the transport impacts.
- Include public transport accessibility improvements to cycling and walking links
MM048
Highways
-b. - To suggest everything will be delivered within 5 years is not realistic. The ELR is to be delivered by or as soon as 
after 2021 as possible. Other highway works will be phased beyond that for delivery based on build and need.
-m. -Change to vehicular access to the site shall be from ELR(s)
MM057
Highways
Site specific requirements- this should mention A41PPTC

MM061
Highways
Implementation approach
Design code was submitted for village 3 for the recent reserved matters application and is available to view on the 
planning portal (18/0115).
MM063
Transport Strategy
- a.- sentence does not finish.
MM076 (pages 134 and 135 of tracked changes)
Rights of way
-h and i- Cover of walking and cycling links connecting the development with outlying communities - both are excellent. 
A bridleway (WHA/12/2) sits just outside the development edge on the north side of a strip of land called Briary 
Plantation. This bridleway forms the North Bucks Way and Swans Way, and connects the Tatternhoe Valley Park and 
Redways with Whaddon in an east to west direction. A bridleway exists north to south in MK borough (Shenley Brook 
End Bridleway 006) on the eastern edge of the development
- Improvements to Buckinghamshire Bridleway WHA/12/2 and a link onto it from the built development would be 
advantageous for residents, providing access to green space as well as transport links for walking and cycling between 
Milton Keynes, the development and Whaddon village. The suggested vision would be for this bridleway to be an 
extension of the Redways route, with the same or similar bitumen construction (not necessarily red), but also allowing a 
grass width for horses, if possible.
- g- For the avoidance of doubt should mention '...Redway standard improvements to Bridleway WHA/12/2' specifically 
as it lies just outside the development edge. Similarly, in para h. could mention '...extensions into the development from 
Shenley Brook End Bridleway 006, constructed to Redway standard'.
MM101
Transport strategy
This policy states that a cycling and walking strategy is to be agreed by the Council. This is not clear what the cycling 
and walking strategy would relate to, i.e. is it just for this site or an overall strategy.

MM167
Property
Following the informal publication of the proposed modifications in July 2019, the change of allocation for the WIN020 
site became known to BCC and WTC. This created significant concerns around the proposals for the WIN020 site. 
Since then, BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council have engaged in constructive discussions and have reached an 

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (Rob Smith) 

[32529]

Agent: N/A
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alternative agreement to the proposed modification that would not have an impact on an existing project within Winslow 
that is supported by all parties.

BCC are concerned with the proposed modification MM167 as there would be an impact on an existing scheme 
proposed for the WIN026 allocation at the Winslow Centre. This scheme consists of a medical centre, community 
facilities including a new library and up to 90 Extra Care homes. This scheme has gained financial backing from the 
One Public Estate Board, of which BCC and AVDC are members, along with the NHS and Thames Valley Police. It is 
based on provisions contained within the existing Winslow Neighbourhood Plan that was adopted in 2014 and is 
currently the premier planning policy for the Winslow area.
BCC acknowledges that earlier plans and documentation for the WIN026 site included only 30 bed C2 use. This, 
however, has been revised and the scheme can now achieve over 80 C2 use dwellings (Good practice guidelines for 
Extra Care developments indicate that 30 units would be too small and a minimum development of 60 units is required 
to realise the economies of scale benefits of this type of development). The WIN026 site has been allocated in the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for this purpose. However, in order to achieve the outcomes of this allocation the re-
provision of sporting facilities at WIN020 was needed, as also provided for in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. 
WIN026 is a much preferred site for C2 accommodation as it will be adjacent to a new health centre and the library, 
and is much closer than WIN020 to town centre facilities.
Further detailed design works of the re-provision of the sporting facilities has identified that more land is required than 
that proposed for the eastern parcel of WIN020 resulting in the need for the whole of the WIN020 allocation to be for 
sport facilities. Furthermore, the allocation for the remaining parcel of WIN020 for a 100 bed C2 use would be in conflict 
with the proposal for the Winslow Centre development. BCC as landowner of both allocations would not implement both 
schemes for C2 use, questioning the deliverability of one or both schemes.
In our discussions we have considered the role of One Public Estate in supporting the Winslow Centre development. It 
is for these reasons that BCC, AVDC and WTC would seek a revised modification for this allocation. We would wish to 
see the WIN026 Winslow Centre remain the same with the acknowledgement that it can offer 80+ beds for C2 use and 
the whole of WIN020 be allocated for sport provision.
BCC, AVDC and Winslow Town Council will be submitting these comments as a joint letter to the Inspector expressing 
the revised position for the proposed modification of the western part of the site WIN020. We are confident that the 
agreed changes will be made by AVDC as part of the main modifications consultation.
MM212
Highways
Change text... ' the guidelines set out below which are taken from the ... thresholds for development ...' transport impact 
assessment change to' transport statement, transport assessment and travel plans'... 'development' this is a guide only 
and the need should be confirmed through pre application discussions with the council.
MM218
Highways
-a.- suggest houses should have one fast electric vehicle dedicated charging points. At least two parking bays marked 
for electric vehicles only.
Suggest referring to Surrey's parking guidance to provide up to date info on power sources and changes to installation 
process.
MM221
Archaeology
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets is not as clear as it could be. The policy is divided between designated heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage assets; however the requirements for designated are equally valid for undesignated. We would 
therefore recommend that BE1 includes the following text after the non-designated heritage paragraph:
Heritage statements and / or archaeological evaluations may be required to assess the significance of any heritage 
assets and the impact on these by the development proposal.
The word 'known' should be removed from the second paragraph relating to possible archaeological sites. This would 
better fit with NPPF Paragraph 189 which includes, 'Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has 
the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.'
-b. - should probably refer to NPPF February 2019 Paragraph 195 rather than 133.
MM224
Ecology
-The narrative on priority habitats in MM224 (para 9.9) states that;
"Priority habitats and priority species are not always fully protected under UK wildlife laws." but does not refer to their 
consideration in the National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. It is recommended that text from the NPPF is 
incorporated in to this section of the Plan, Specifically, paragraph 174 (b) "To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: ...promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habits, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measureable net gains for biodiversity."

2 (Glossary) defines Priority habitats and species as: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the 
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006.
-Paragraph 9.14 on biometric calculations requires clarity. There is not sufficient emphasis that the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied, to avoid, mitigate and compensate, before considering off-site offsetting contributions.
-Paragraph 9.14 also currently says "A negative unit loss would need to be offset". This statement is confusing as it 
could be interpreted that 'loss' is acceptable. The emphasis should be on achieving net gain (on-site in so far as 

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
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possible through the mitigation hierarchy).
-Paragraph 170 of NPPF should be included in the text as this refers to net gain (we have moved on from 'no net loss'). 
It specifically states that: "Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: ... d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures..." It is recommended that this text from the 
NPPF is included in the text of the Plan.
-There should be clearer guidance on which biometric calculator is expected (or is acceptable) to be used. The 
paragraph refers to "Warwickshire's" metric which should be specified as the most recent metric being used by 
Warwickshire County Council (version 20 is soon to be published). Consideration should also be given to the use of the 
Defra 2.0 metric, which is currently available as a beta version, and is likely to be finalised in summer 2020.
MM227
Ecology
There is no reference in this section to the statutory protection afforded to Local Nature Reserves. It is recommended 
that this is included.
MM228 (NE1 Protected Sites)
Ecology
NE1 Protected Sites has been written based on paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which is appropriate. However, 
paragraphs 176 and 177 of the NPPF also relate to protected sites and it appears these have not been considered in 
NE1, or at least they are not easily identifiable as having been considered. It is recommended that this wording is 
incorporated in to the VALP for the avoidance of any doubt as to the definition/protection of a protected site/habitat:
"176. The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:
a) Potential special protection areas and possible special areas of conservation;
b) Listed of proposed Ramsar sites; and
c) Sites identify or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential special 
protection areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and or proposed Ramsar sites.
Paragraph 177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 
to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 
appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site
MM230
Ecology
It would be helpful if this paragraph included examples of which "species have historically been entirely dependent on 
human habitation for their reproductive success". It should also be specified in this paragraph that planning conditions 
will be used to ensure these features are installed (in an appropriate way that will benefit wildlife) in the development.
MM231
Ecology
Paragraph 9.17 of the VALP should include reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership (NEP) who is currently preparing the supplementary planning document (SPD) that is the subject of this 
paragraph. This will raise awareness of the NEP which will become increasingly important as biodiversity 
accounting/offsetting becomes the 'norm' in development terminology.
MM275
Strategic Flood Management
Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)

suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.
- i. - the connectivity between the original bullet point and the additional wording is not clear. It is would advised that 
guidance is sought from the Environment Agency on the suitability of this wording.
-o. - refers to surface water runoff and then goes onto encompass all sources of flood risk. The focus of this bullet point 
is SuDS to manage development runoff. It is suggested that where the LPA want to promote SuDS as a measure for 
mitigating other sources of flood risk this should be included within a separate bullet point.
o. - The Strategic Flood Management disagree with the suggested amendment regarding discharge rates being solely 
agreed by the sewerage undertaker. There needs to be partnership working between the sewerage undertaker and 
Lead Local Flood Authority to determine a suitable discharge rate for the site. Therefore, the Strategic Flood 
Management team would suggest the following amendment: Where the final discharge point is the public sewerage 
network the runoff rate should be agreed with the sewerage undertaker in consultation with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.
Policy I4

Flood risk assessments
- Amend first line to say 'All development proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and 
also the general advice in Section 4 of the groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within the groundwater 
addendum, and will':
-e- it would be helpful if the policy could define the word 'harm' as this is currently open to interpretation. If not defined, 
it is suggested this word is removed. Additionally ask that the term 'third parties' is clarified, or propose using alternative 
wording such as downstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land.
-k- insert 'as defined in the Planning Practice Guidance para 041' after 'provide an assessment of residual flood risk'.
i- to include an additional point (L) to say 'include detailed modelling of any ordinary watercourses within or adjacent to 
the site, where appropriate, to define in detail the area at risk of flooding and model the effect of climate change'.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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-l.- include a bullet point (M) to say 'complete site specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of 
groundwater flood risk and inform the design of sustainable drainage components'.
-After title heading Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in policy I4, to include the following wording 'All development 
proposals must adhere to the advice in the latest version of the SFRA and also the general advice in Section 4 of the 
groundwater addendum, plus any site-specific advice within this groundwater addendum, and will:
The Strategic Flood Management team has no other comments relating to the modifications. It is, however, regretful to 
note that none of our previous recommended changes to Chapter 11 ('Flood risk' section and Policy I3, now I4) that we 
set out in BCC's final representation (dated 14th Dec 2017) to the Proposed Submission Version of the VALP were 
made.

Change to Plan -f. - Wording is unclear in terms of what is expected of an applicant. The Strategic Flood Management team would 
suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Policy I4 (page 314 and 315 of tracked changes)
-f. - Wording is unclear in terms of what is expected of an applicant. The Strategic Flood Management team would 
suggest the wording is amended as follows: Ensure that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 30 
storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm event 
should be safely contained on site.

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

BCC response VALP Main Mods_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2844 - 29922 - MM276 - iii

2844 Object

MM276VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: We note that a number of changes have been made in response to comments made by Anglian Water relating to 
wastewater treatment and phasing as part of the previous consultation.

These changes would address our previous comments relating to Policy I5 of the Local Plan and are fully supported.

We are also supportive of the inclusion of additional text directing applicants to contact Anglian Water for further advice 
relating to capacity within the water supply and foul sewerage networks. 

To be effective it is suggested the text refers to water supply rather than water resources infrastructure. It would also be 
helpful to refer to both the foul sewerage network and wastewater treatment works consistent with the remainder of the 
text of Policy I5 and the allocation policies in the plan.

Change to Plan It is therefore suggested the text of the second paragraph of Policy I5 as amended should read as follows:

'On major developments where development could have an impact on [water resources] [text to be deleted] [supply] 
[new text], sewerage and wastewater [treatment]  [new text]infrastructure capacity, early consultation is advised'

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

iii

Summary: Anglian Water is generally supportive of proposed modifications to Policy I5 which addresses our previous comments 
but asks that the terminology is amended to ensure it is effective.

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison 

Manager) [29922]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3437 - 32090 - MM276 - None

3437 Support

MM276VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: I5 - Water resources consultation required for large developments. We are in a water stress area!

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3437 - 32090 - MM276 - None

3437 Support

MM276VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3567 - 29264 - MM276 - None

3567 Object

MM276VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment

Change to Plan The wording for Policy I5 has been amended to say:

"On major developments where development could have an impact on water resources and wastewater infrastructure 
capacity, early consultation is advised with either......."

We request that this remains as required not advised.

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: The wording for Policy I5 has been amended to say:

"On major developments where development could have an impact on water resources and wastewater infrastructure 
capacity, early consultation is advised with either......."

We request that this remains as required not advised.

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

19.12.16 L CT Aylesbury Vale Local Plan - Main Mods.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2970 - 30444 - MM277 - None

2970 Object

MM277VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Request that it is stated that Buckingham Town Centre is designated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development 
Plan to ensure that the town centre definition is not fixed by VALP precluding revision by a future revision/new NDP [the 
potential for which is acknowledged elsewhere in VALP].

Change to Plan That it is stated that Buckingham Town Centre is designated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan to 
ensure that the town centre definition is not fixed by VALP precluding revision by a future revision/new NDP [the 
potential for which is acknowledged elsewhere in VALP].

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: Request that it is stated that Buckingham Town Centre is designated in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development 
Plan to ensure that the town centre definition is not fixed by VALP precluding revision by a future revision/new NDP [the 
potential for which is acknowledged elsewhere in VALP].

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Paul Hodson) 

[30444]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3517 - 32943 - MM281 - i, ii, iii, iv

3517 Object

MM281VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document which is submitted on behalf of Pearce Cafe Partnership

Change to Plan Amend Boundary of Allocation AGT2 It is proposed that the AGT2 allocation boundary that formed the Submission 
Version of the VALP (November 2017) should be re-integrated with the VALP to help deliver appropriate housing upon 
the site and secure the delivery of the section of the Link Road that traverses the site.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii, iv

Summary: These representations consider that the removal of this site (Land south of SMD012) as a housing allocation under 
strategic policy AGT2 of the emerging Local Plan is unjustified. The removal of the site is considered to make the plan 
unsound when assessed against the requirements of the NPPF (2012) by failing to be 'positively prepared' and 
'justified'.

Respondent: Edgars Limited (Mr  Hugh  Shepherd) [32943] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

32943 Sheperd, Hugh.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 2851 - 32597 - MM283 - i, ii, iv

2851 Object

MM283VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The allocation of site MMO006 is not justified because Maids Moreton was incorrectly categorized as a 'medium village' 
in the Settlement Hierarchy due to the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact 
it only has 4.  This is set out in detail in ED228.  A further allocation of 12 dwellings has now been made in MM283, 
which raises the total number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182.  For a 'small' village 182 houses is vastly 
disproportionate to the size of the settlement.  In any event, the allocation in MM283 of 12 houses alone is adequate for 
a medium settlement.  The entire allocation of site MMO006 unsound and not legally compliant due to the inaccuracy of 
the Settlement Hierarchy, and MM283 is only acceptable if site MMO006 is deleted from the VALP.

Change to Plan Site MMO006 must be deleted from the VALP in order to ensure the VALP is sound and legally compliant.

Appear at exam?

Yes

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iv

Summary: The allocation of site MMO006 is unsound and unjustified due to the error in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key 
criteria when in fact it only has 4, allowing the Settlement Hierarchy to classify Maids Moreton as a medium village 
when in fact it is a small village.  The new allocation of 12 houses made by MM283 is adequate and proportion only if 
MMO006 is deleted from the VALP.

Respondent: Mr Simon Pryke [32597] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

No

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3608 - 30433 - MM292 - None

3608 Object

MM292VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan Justify the housing trajectory with evidence

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: It is proposed to modify the Housing Trajectory for Newton Longville from 48
to 53. We contend this is based on a miscalculation by AVDC by including
one site twice (it was first approved for 3 dwellings and then for 4), the
correct figure would be 50, not 53. Whilst in overall numbers overcounting by 3 is not significant, it must give rise to 
concerns about the accuracy and robustness of other
detail in the Housing Trajectory particularly as no definitive list appears to exist of the sites utilised to calculate the 
figures.

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3093 - 29297 - MM293 - i, iii

3093 Object

MM293VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: The size of parking spaces is based on an old outdated 2.4 x 4.8m standard. It does not take into account the proposed 
county council parking bay size standard.

Change to Plan Consider a suitable standard for 2020 such as that proposed in the county council parking standard.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, iii

Summary: The size of parking spaces is based on an old outdated 2.4 x 4.8m standard. It does not take into account the proposed 
county council parking bay size standard.

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Mr Warren Whyte) [29297] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3438 - 32090 - MM293 - None

3438 Support

MM293VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: VALP Main Modifications consultation
Response from Wendover Parish Council

The Wendover Parish council have the following comments with regard to the main VALP modifications:
We are pleased to note that:
Much of the VALP remains unchanged for Wendover in that the 132 houses in Wendover have been completed and 
there are still 1000 in Halton for this plan. There are points we have considered that are the important features of the 
modifications which have a bearing on Wendover.
WPC are encouraged and in particular support the following points:

been specified (p145)

used for storage not cars! (p246)

stay points to be provided, 1 per 25 spaces, and charging times/ wattage are specified (p250)

woodland with new planting.

(new reservoirs required?).

spaces following a new assessment in 2017/19 and their importance management and possible need for extra 
provision. (also I2 & Appendix D)  

Natural England have asked for clarification, but in general are happy with modifications in line with their comments in 
the previous consultation.

These points are all supported by WPC as they strengthen the case for sensitive developments which consider their 
affects on the surrounding landscape, facilities and wildlife.

Cllr Sheila Bulpett 16.12.19
(on behalf of Wendover Parish Council)

Change to Plan N/A

Summary: Appendix B - Deals with parking standards which are largely unchanged save for the garage issue.

Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090] Agent: N/A

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

S - 3438 - 32090 - MM293 - None

3438 Support

MM293VALP Main Modifications

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3367 - 28973 - MM296 - None

3367 Object

MM296VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: Please see attached submission.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: I do not understand why the  following 4 district-wide 'key infrastructure requirements and other standards' SPDs:
Affordable Housing (SPD4), 
District Design Guidance (including Garden Town) (SPD 5),
Bio/Geodiversity (SPD 6) & 
Sport, Leisure & Community Facilities (SPD  7)
are not, for completeness and clarity, 'set out in the Plan'.
In particular waiting a protracted length of time for the affordable housing SPD when the current one dates back to 
2007 is far from satisfactory. (officer summary)

Respondent: Mr Roy Van de Poll [28973] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

van de Poll, Roy.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3368 - 29662 - MM296 - None

3368 Object

MM296VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attached document.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: NBPPC does not understand why the  following 4 district-wide 'key infrastructure requirements and other standards' 
SPDs:
Affordable Housing (SPD4), 
District Design Guidance (including Garden Town) (SPD 5),
Bio/Geodiversity (SPD 6) & 
Sport, Leisure & Community Facilities (SPD  7)
are not, for completeness and clarity, 'set out in the Plan'.
In particular waiting a protracted length of time for the affordable housing SPD when the current one dates back to 
2007 is far from satisfactory. (officer summary)

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr 

Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

29662 Culverhouse, Geoff - NBPPC.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3120 - 29121 - MM297 - i, ii, iii

3120 Object

MM297VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: I believe it is unsound to fail to replace policy RA.35.  The reasons given are illogical.
Traffic problems in the area are increasing.  Therefore safeguarding this route is very important.  Until we know what 
the Oxford Cambridge Expressway plans are, then the responsible action is to at least safeguard this route at the 
minimum.  When the situation is clearer the policy could of course be reviewed but only if RA.35 is replaced and not 
discarded as is presently proposed. A suitable replacement policy for RA.35 is essential particularly if Shenley Park is 
to go ahead.

Change to Plan Make at least the equivalent policy commitment in the VALP as is present Saved Policy RA.35 from the Aylesbury Vale 
District Local Plan.  Or better still  strengthen the policy commitment to safeguarding this route.  Review again if Oxford 
Cambridge expressway plans should provide an alternative solution to the local traffic issues i.e. the rat running 
between the A421 and the A4146.

Appear at exam?

No

Soundness Tests

i, ii, iii

Summary: I believe it is unsound to fail to replace policy RA.35.  The reasons given are illogical.
Traffic problems in the area are increasing.  Therefore safeguarding this route is very important.  Until we know what 
the Oxford Cambridge Expressway plans are, then the responsible action is to at least safeguard this route at the 
minimum.  When the situation is clearer the policy could of course be reviewed but only if RA.35 is replaced and not 
discarded as is presently proposed. A suitable replacement policy for RA.35 is essential particularly if Shenley Park is 
to go ahead.

Respondent: Mr Tim Welch [29121] Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Yes

Sound?

No

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).



VALP Main Modifications

O - 3616 - 30433 - MM297 - None

3616 Object

MM297VALP Main Modifications

Full Text: See attachment for full comments and all issues raised

Change to Plan Reinstate safeguarded road

Appear at exam?

Not Specified

Soundness Tests

None

Summary: A new Appendix F "Schedule of Saved Policies replaced by VALP" is added
which amongst other things includes removal of saved policy RA.35
"Safeguarded road corridor at Newton Longville" in the 2004 Local Plan
without any replacement with the commentary "Little/no possibility of
implementation in VALP no route identified or agreed/safeguarded -
uncertainty over Expressway route Policy Redundant." There has been no
consultation of this and indeed a safeguarded route has been required within
the Salden Chase application.

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike 

Galloway) [30433]

Agent: N/A

Attachments:

Legal?

Not Specified

Sound?

Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?

Not Specified

NLPC Representation AVDC Main Modifications 2019-12-17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support - 
Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).


