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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr John Cattermole [28410]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The plan does not take account of;
• Buckinghamshire Council is intending to create a 
county-wide plan.
• Covid 19 impact on working patterns and the economy.
• Buckinghamshire council has withdrawn the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan
• Buckinghamshire council has withdrawn from the Oxford to Cambridge Arc …backed by the National Infrastructure
Commission (NIC) in 2017, and by ministers in the 2020 Budget. The NIC also proposed one million new homes.
• Milton Keynes council objection to VALP housing supply proposals at Shenley Park – A major 
contribution to the 5 year housing supply.

The plan does not take account of the following:
• The newly formed Buckinghamshire Council has replaced AVDC and is intending to create a 
county-wide plan.
• Covid 19 has had a major economic impact on working patterns and the economy
• Buckinghamshire council has withdrawn the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan
• Buckinghamshire council has withdrawn from a major development scheme: 
Buckinghamshire Council, alongside the Buckinghamshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
and the University of Buckingham, has announced that is has withdrawn from the sub-
regional Oxford to Cambridge Arc Leaders Group…The formation of the arc as an area 
focused on science, technology and manufacturing was recommended by the government's 
infrastructure advisor, the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) in 2017, and backed by ministers in the 2020
Budget. The NIC also proposed one million new homes in the arc by the 
middle of the century. - Bucks Free Press 3rd Nov 2020
• Milton Keynes council objection to VALP housing supply proposals at Shenley Park – A major 
contribution to the 5 year housing supply.

Cooperate with neighbouring councils and re-plan housing numbers to avoid legal issues.

No

No
Written Representation
None

Record count:Record count: 228
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey, Parish Clerk) [30440]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Whilst understanding this SAA primarily responds to identifying C2 elderly accommodation, para 2 stating 'What is the
plan seeking to achieve', especially para 2.3.1. should have been spelled out in earlier iterations, when fundamental plan
issues were being considered. 
When considering some relatively minor issues in the 12 point SA Framework, it seems unfair, unsafe and unreasonable
to exclude the impact of traffic volumes, safety of residents, impact on amenity, conservation areas, recreation grounds
etc. which are not considered important enough and are thus delegated to resolve at planning application stage, post
Local Plan adoption which leads to unsatisfactory compromise.

Whilst understanding this SAA primarily responds to identifying C2 elderly accommodation, para 2 stating 'What is the
plan seeking to achieve', especially para 2.3.1. should have been spelled out in earlier iterations, when fundamental plan
issues were being considered. 
When considering some relatively minor issues in the 12 point SA Framework, it seems unfair, unsafe and unreasonable
to exclude the impact of traffic volumes, safety of residents, impact on amenity, conservation areas, recreation grounds
etc. which are not considered important enough and are thus delegated to resolve at planning application stage, post
Local Plan adoption which leads to unsatisfactory compromise.

Consideration of important traffic and related safety issues, especially those that impact on settled rural communities,
should be revisited by the Inspector if the hearing sessions are reopened - especially on FMM058 -(MM076) WHA001
Shenley Park . It should be made clear that the omission of important transport issues should not be left until the
planning application stage, when it will often be too late to plan for and instigate appropriate, and often essential
infrastructure needed to 'sustain and enhance existing and new communities transport infrastructure' - to quote part of
bullet point 3 in para 2.2.1. The plan should say that those elements of highway planning on Strategic sites must not
ignore those communities that the development directly impacts on. Accordingly early solutions should be found,
especially on long standing and known problems such as over capacity on the A421 and rural road rat-running.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Why? For clarity and full explanation of specific concerns relating to FMM058 - WHA001 - Shenley Park.
None
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37513751 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Crest Nicholson [33043]
Agent:Agent: Savills (Mr David Bainbridge, Director, Planning) [33039]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Response on Behalf of Crest Nicholson - Sustainability Appraisal Addendum.pdf -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6q9

We support the approach and content of the SA Report Addendum where relevant to Further Main Modifications
reference: FMM058, site D-WHA001 Shenley Park.

We support the approach and content of the SA Report Addendum where relevant to Further Main Modifications
reference: FMM058, site D-WHA001 Shenley Park.

The SA Report Addendum is considered to be robust and appropriate assessment, presenting information on the further
main modifications, and alternatives. This was prepared with a view to informing the current consultation and plan
finalisation.

There is a history of sustainability appraisal of the VALP including going back to 2019, where work was undertaken to
explore ‘Reasonable Alternatives’, ahead of preparing further proposed modifications. This is covered in the SA Report
Addendum (2019). This focused exclusively on the spatial strategy, specifically the approach taken to the allocation of
additional land on the edge of Milton Keynes to provide for in the region of 1,100 homes. This is site D-WHA001 Shenley
Park, which is promoted by Crest Nicholson.

In 2020, ahead of finalising further main modifications, the decision was taken to focus on reasonable alternative
approaches to allocating sites through Policy H6b in order to meet the established need for C2 older persons housing
provision, essentially because this is a key issue to be addressed through further proposed modifications. The October
2019 Modified VALP responded through the introduction of Policy H6b, with the policy proposing three allocations,
including provision of a 110 bed care homes / extra care facility at D-WHA001 Shenley Park. 

Whilst it is understood that issues have arisen in 2020 which lead to a need to revisit the policy and its allocations, this
quite correctly in our view leaves the proposal unchanged in respect of D-WHA001 Shenley Park. As the SA Report
Addendum states, this site and the other under Policy H6b are broadly supported and can be ‘rolled forward’ as preferred
options for further consultation. We agree with this approach.

The proposed Further Main Modifications under reference: FMM058, site D-WHA001 Shenley Park, are explored at
paragraph 8.3.1 and in chapter 9 of the SA Report Addendum. This states that the further proposed modifications to site-
specific and thematic policies are strongly supported from a biodiversity perspective and the further proposed
modifications are broadly supported in respect of transport. We agree with this approach.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd, Area Sustainable Places Team) [29506]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Michelle Kidd - Environment Agency combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75d

Sustainability Appraisal Addendum
We are pleased to see and support the bullet point about climate change and flood risk paragraph 2.2.1. Part of this
bullet point states:
“no built development to take place in the functional floodplain other than for essential strategic infrastructure;”
However Tables 1-3 concerning flood risk in the Planning Practice Guidance states that water compatible development is
also appropriate in the Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain). Please can you clarify this?

Dear Sir/Madam
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Main Modifications consultation. December 2020.
Thank you for your consultation on the above Aylesbury Vale Local Plan main modifications. I refer to our consultation
response to the pre-submission draft of the local plan dated 14 December 2017, our comments dated 06 June 2019 for
the consultation for the proposed 3 additional site allocations and our comments dated 16 December 2019 for the main
modifications submitted in November 2019. We have the following comments to make.
Water cycle study soundness points
Regarding our comments on the pre-submission draft of the local plan we made soundness comments on the water
cycle study. However this soundness point is still outstanding as we can’t see that this has been addressed in the main
modifications consultation. I have attached our soundness comments dated 14 December 2017 for the pre-submission
draft.
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. I have also attached a copy of our response on this consultation.
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.

Main Modifications
FMM103 Policy I4
Part e
We are pleased to see and support that the proposed further changes have included fluvial flood risk in part e of the
policy wording.

Part W
We are pleased to see and support the proposed further changes have include wording about compensation storage for
the built footprint as well as ground level raising.
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
We have been contacted regarding your SFRA. A request for data has been submitted to us. Are you intending to update
your SFRA for your local plan? If so will we be formally consulted on the SFRA as part of the local plan process?

Sustainability Appraisal Addendum
We are pleased to see and support the bullet point about climate change and flood risk paragraph 2.2.1. Part of this
bullet point states:
“no built development to take place in the functional floodplain other than for essential strategic infrastructure;”
However Tables 1-3 concerning flood risk in the Planning Practice Guidance states that water compatible development is
also appropriate in the Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain). Please can you clarify this?

Final Comments
Once again, thank you for contacting us. Please quote our reference number in any future correspondence.
If you have any queries please contact me.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Habitats Regulations AssessmentHabitats Regulations Assessment
37323732 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

Respondent:Respondent: Natural England (Ellen Satchwell, Sustainable Development Lead Advisor) [33027]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Natural England provided a response on the 18th November 2020 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the
Addendum Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Appropriate Assessment.

Dear Sir or Madam,
Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan – Further Main Modifications
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 15 December 2020 which was received by Natural England on the
same day.
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 our comments from the previous consultation on board. We have reviewed the
modifications and in particular Policies NE1-9 and I1, and have no further comments to make.
We have included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes concerned
with wording of certain policies.
ADVISORY
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.
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.
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 the 18th November 2020 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the
Addendum Habitats Regulations Assessment (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. 
Yours sincerely,
Ellen Satchwell
Sustainable Development Lead Adviser
Thames Solent Team

-

Not specified

Not specified
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Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments: Ellen Satchwell - Natural England - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/756

Not specified
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37523752 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Crest Nicholson [33043]
Agent:Agent: Savills (Mr David Bainbridge, Director, Planning) [33039]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Response on Behalf of Crest Nicholson - Habitat Regulations Assessment Addendum.pdf -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qv

The HRA Addendum is considered to be robust and appropriate assessment, presenting information on the further main
modifications and finding no adverse effect on the sites assessed.

The Habitat Regulations Assessment Addendum provides an update to the HRA of the Local Plan Submission (2019)
(included in Appendix A) and assesses any implications on European Sites of the main modifications listed within the
proposed main modifications and should be read in conjunction with the HRA of the Local Plan Submission.

The HRA Addendum is considered to be robust and appropriate assessment, presenting information on the further main
modifications and finding no adverse effect on the sites assessed.

The HRA Screening of the Local Plan Submission identified the effects of recreational pressure and air pollution on the
Chiltern Beechwoods Special Area of Conservation and the Aston Rowant Special Area of Conservation, as key issues.

With regards to recreational pressure, site allocations located further than 7 km from the SAC were considered unlikely to
result in any notable contributions to recreational pressures, either alone or in-combination. As a result, the potential for
the VALP to result in likely significant effects on Aston Rowant SAC, either alone or in-combination, were ruled out due to
distance of Aylesbury Vale District (as was) to this SAC.

It was predicted that housing increases within 7km of the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC could contribute, either alone or in
combination, to likely significant effects associated with increases in recreational pressures.

The key findings as a result of a review of the main modifications to determine the potential for changes to the HRA
conclusions previously reached, reads positively. In particular, it is noted that in this context, the level and spatial
distribution of growth is broadly consistent with the Local Plan Submission. 

Site reference D-WHA001 Shenley Park, which is the subject of FMM058, is not within the relevant distance for recreation
pressure or other environmental effect in respect of either SAC site.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
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37683768 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

Respondent:Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Officer summary:

The A413 has not been considered in the effects of the major housing developments on the SAC sites.

Water resources issues have still to be addressed for this water and sewage stressed area, where are the plans for this?
The Weston Turville reservoir SSSI, the Bacombe Hill Local Nature Reserve or the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty in general.) will need support and protection from recreational pressures. They have not been identified as
protected open spaces in these HRAs.
Whilst Air Pollution effects have been estimated for the Beechwoods SAC and Aston Rowant SAC, there are no figures
for the A413 on the Chilterns AONB etc, which is highly congested in normal times with schools, jobs etc.

Wendover Parish Council agrees in principle with the majority of the VALP main modifications 2020-21.
There are four concerns:
ED247 HRA
In this document, the A413 has not been considered in the effects of the major housing developments on the SAC sites.
There is no mention of the effects on Coombe Hill NT site, the Weston Turville reservoir SSSI, the Bacombe Hill Local
Nature Reserve or the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in general.
ED247A 
In this appendix 
“Chapter 5HRA Screening Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033June 2019LUC I 48 SSSI
Water resources
4.42 ....‘The results of the Thames Water supply assessments show that for most settlements, proposed development is
unlikely to have a negative impact on water supply. Some settlements including Aylesbury, Haddenham and Wendover
have insufficient resources but there is planning and funding in place to meet future demand. In terms of water supply
infrastructure, development at most settlements would have a low impact on the local network. However, development in
locations such as those listed above, would have a significant impact on supply infrastructure and would require
significant investment to accommodate new demand’.
These issues have still to be addressed for this water and sewage stressed area, where are the plans for this?
5.26 The TBH Delivery Framework (DF) – which is endorsed by Natural England, and which was scrutinised for
robustness and appropriateness by the Technical Assessor of the South East Plan – suggests that at distances between
400m and 5km, residential housing is likely to result in significant effects associated with recreation. Beyond this
distance, the Assessor recommended that larger developments between 5 and 7km from the SPA be assessed and may
be required to provide appropriate mitigation.....
5.27 As specified above, it has been assumed that housing increases within 7km of the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC could
contribute, either alone or in combination, to likely significant effects associated with increases in recreational pressures.
The Ashridge Commons and Woods , which was identified as being particularly sensitive to recreational pressures, is
located over 7km from housing allocations specified in the VALP, and therefore is not expected to be significantly
affected by increases in recreational pressures.

5.28 The only housing allocation within 7km of the Chilterns Beechwood SAC is HAL03 (RAF Halton). This site is located
2.9km to the west of Tring Woodlands SSSI, and 5.3km to the northeast of Ellesborough and Kimble Warren SSSI ....”

In the current lockdown climate the pressure on recreation spaces and those cited above, has been huge. Large numbers
of residents from Aylesbury and the surrounding areas are driving to these sites and causing enormous erosion of paths
and trampling across tracks of grassland. With further increases in the local population these areas (Coombe Hill NT
site, the Weston Turville reservoir SSSI, the Bacombe Hill Local Nature Reserve or the Chilterns Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty in general.) will need support and protection. They have not been identified as protected open spaces in
these HRAs.
Air Pollution
Whilst the effects have been estimated for the Beechwoods SAC and Aston Rowant SAC, there are no figures for the
A413 on the Chilterns AONB etc, which is highly congested in normal times with schools, jobs etc. The negative effects
of HS2 have also been omitted even though HS2 will be the biggest multiplier of traffic generated pollution for the period
of the VALP. The A413 is now a preferred route for HS2 construction traffic according to recent updates, creating more
issues.

Sheila Bulpett
On behalf of Wendover Parish Council

-

Not specified

Not specified
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Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments: Wendover Parish Council - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/757

Not specified
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FMM001FMM001
37353735 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Planning Policy, ) [28794]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

We note that the overall housing requirement for the plan period has not changed since the main modification
consultation. Although the amount of homes to be delivered in the plan period has slightly reduced from 30,233 to 30,154
resulting from updates to latest housing land supply position, however this still represents a sufficient buffer to ensure
the housing requirement can be meet in full within the plan period. The updates to the housing land supply position also
impacts on the distribution of development across the plan’s allocations and settlements, the need to allocate additional
sites for C2 use and site delivery trajectories. However, we do not consider these changes to have any significant effect
on South Oxfordshire above what was proposed previously due to the scale and distribution of these changes.

Date 26 January 2021
Dear Sir/Madam
South Oxfordshire District Council response to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Further Main Modifications Consultation.
Thank you for giving South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) the opportunity to comment on the Further Main
Modifications Consultation documents. SODC previously responded to the Main Modification Consultation December
2019 confirming that we were satisfied the modified plan is sound, legally compliant and justified. Having reviewed the
Further Main Modifications to the Local Plan and supporting documents we remain satisfied the modified plan is sound,
legally compliant and justified and that the proposed changes will not significantly impact on South Oxfordshire.
We note that the overall housing requirement for the plan period has not changed since the main modification
consultation. Although the amount of homes to be delivered in the plan period has slightly reduced from 30,233 to 30,154
resulting from updates to latest housing land supply position, however this still represents a sufficient buffer to ensure
the housing requirement can be meet in full within the plan period. The updates to the housing land supply position also
impacts on the distribution of development across the plan’s allocations and settlements, the need to allocate additional
sites for C2 use and site delivery trajectories. However, we do not consider these changes to have any significant effect
on South Oxfordshire above what was proposed previously due to the scale and distribution of these changes.
Additionally, we acknowledge a number of further modifications are proposed to correct errors and update information
as well as changes relating to the Transport Schemes Policy, Retail and Employment policies. SODC does not consider
these changes to have a significant material impact on South Oxfordshire as such we have no further comments to
make.
Kind Regards
Ryan Hunt Planning Officer Planning Policy South Oxfordshire District Council

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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38773877 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Vistry Group [33071]
Agent:Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton, Associate Director) [32718]

Officer summary:
FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town).

FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town). Indeed, the housing trajectory as modified by FMM106 anticipates that 8,877
dwellings are to be delivered within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6) between
2020 and 2033; which comes in addition to the delivery of 3,036 dwellings within those developments in
the plan period to date (April 2013 – April 2020). Clearly, that is a significant proportion of AVDC’s supply to be
delivered from just 6 sites, and indeed delivery from those sites totals some 40% of the District’s supply.
Whilst the inclusion of large, strategic sites within AVDC’s trajectory is of course sound in principle, the 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 the build out rates of larger sites (such as the aforementioned allocations D-AGT1 to D-AGT6).
Firstly, the Letwin Report highlights that delays can often occur at the early stages of development as a result of the
complexities of delivering the necessary transport and utilities-based infrastructure to accommodate development
of this scale. That is a particularly relevant consideration given the nature of the proposed development sites
adjacent to Aylesbury town, and indeed the revised policies maps (as proposed to be modified by FMM107)
highlight the significant road infrastructure that is still required to be delivered to facilitate those development sites.
Specifically, the modified policies map highlights that delivery of the Eastern Link Road North, Eastern Link Road
South, Southern Link Road, South East Aylesbury Link Road, the Stoke Mandeville A4010 Realignment, and the
South West Aylesbury Link Road have yet to be completed. That infrastructure provision directly relates to parcels
AGT1, AGT2, AGT3, and AGT4, and as such their deliverability is dependent on the timely delivery of it. Indeed,
whilst it is accepted that the majority of those infrastructure projects are nearing completion, AVDC must be aware
that the delivery of large pieces of infrastructure is volatile, and that delays can occur for a multitude of reasons
even in the latter stages of a project.
As such, whilst modified under FMM106 to marginally improve the realism of the timelines for delivery, it is
considered that the amended Housing Trajectory still does not reflect the reality of delivering a number of large
sites around Aylesbury town. Indeed, the Housing Trajectory suggests that residential delivery at AGT4 will
commence from 2022/23 (as little as four months after the highways project is scheduled to be completed), and
that delivery at the residual areas of AGT1 and AGT2 will commence in 2024/25. Those timescales fail to take into
consideration those complexities, and the need for those developments to first navigate through the planning
application process.
If and when those issues have been overcome, the Letwin Report also notes that build out rate can be limited by the
effective market absorption rate of developments. Indeed, 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 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 the
absorption of properties can directly stall the build-out of sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement
where six allocations are delivering some 40% of AVDC’s supply of housing over the plan period.
That is not to say, however, that the modified housing trajectory should reduce its aspiration to deliver larger sites.
However, with the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty
that the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered
“effective” in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.
Specifically, the Letwin Report finds that “we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and
on large sites” (paragraph 1.8 (b)), which reflects the findings of the NPPF 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” (paragraph 68). The suggested amendment would therefore ensure that the plan is in accordance with the
NPPF in that regard.
In that light, and to address AVDC’s reliance on large sites and ensure that their land supply has sufficient flexibility,
AVDC should maximise the potential of small-medium sites. Indeed, whilst the plan proposes to allocate ‘Land South
of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) for residential development, it puts forward a site capacity of just 26 dwellings,
which fails to take into consideration the suite of technical and environmental assessments that have previously
been submitted that demonstrate a more suitable capacity of c. 60 dwellings. The allocation policy, as currently drafted,
fails to ensure an “efficient use of land” therefore as required by NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, to allow for an increased buffer of dwellings in the Council’s supply and to demonstrate an ‘efficient use of land’
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 122, the capacity of ‘Land at Creslow Way, Stone’ should be increased to 60
dwellings.

Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033),
from 30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large
villages’ over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at
‘large villages’ is welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Indeed, whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Thus, notwithstanding that modification, the modified plan seeks to allocate land for just 26 dwellings within ‘large
villages’ in the remainder of the plan period. That is clearly an insufficient level of development for the remaining 13
years of the plan period across all villages and fails to reflect that, as identified in the settlement hierarchy, large
villages “have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable
locations for development”. Indeed, the allocation of such a small number of dwellings across the remainder of the
plan period fails to maximise the potential of such settlements, and certainly does not provide the investment that
such settlements require in order to support the provision of local services and facilities; and as such is contrary to
the aforementioned NPPF paragraph 78.
Indeed, it is notable that the figure is lower than the number of dwellings to be delivered from allocations at
‘medium villages’ (39 dwellings as per MM016), which appears to be at odds with a settlement hierarchy that
should fundamentally underpin the distribution of development in the District.
As such, it is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to
address the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001,
FMM012 and FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of
dwellings to be delivered at such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.
Indeed, a suite of technical and environmental assessments have been submitted in relation to ‘Land at Creslow Way,
Stone’ (STO008) that identifies that the site is suitable to accommodate the development of c. 60 dwellings, rather than
26 dwellings as currently suggested. Those submissions identified that there are no technical or environmental
constraints that would limit the capacity of the site to 26 dwellings and that the site could effectively accommodate a
development size of circa 60 dwellings. That position was noted within the previous consultation and, whilst Vistry Group
recognises that the Inspector has stated that AVDC’s response to not increasing the site’s capacity has been accepted,
that response was generic in its nature and offered no technical-based justification for the decision not to maximise the
available capacity on land that forms an integral part of an existing proposed allocation within a large village.
Indeed, the current allocation confirms that AVDC recognise the site’s suitability for residential development.
However, by limiting the site area and potential capacity, AVDC are unduly restricting potential development and
residential land delivery in this location, and thus are failing to promote an “efficient use of land” in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, the capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory thatis
proposed to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and
to allow for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.

The modified housing trajectory (as proposed to be modified through FMM106) should be further modified to
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LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:
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identify a development capacity of c. 60 dwellings at ‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) rather than 26
dwellings as currently drafted, in order to achieve an efficient use of land. The overall housing supply (as
modified by FMM001) and other relevant alterations (e.g. the buffer as modified by FMM012) should be
modified in light of this change, and the allocation policy should also be updated to reflect this.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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FMM003FMM003
41004100 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: The Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

New detailed information, along with committed Government financial support for the East-West rail link, creates more
sustainable locations in closer proximity to the new station at Winslow. The reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006
(27) should be re-instated at Winslow and the increase in Buckingham (10) diverted to where there is a real alternative to
the use of cars.

FMM059

BUC043 (Moreton Road, Phase III)
The Society has consistently opposed the inclusion of this site in VALP. It did not form part of the development plan in
the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and a previous application was rejected at appeal by the
Planning Inspectorate. It cannot deliver sustainable housing growth, as can be understood from the many objections to
the planning application validated on 11th February 2020 and without major infrastructure mitigation, no development is
possible within the plan period.
Pollution: It is acknowledged that the relative high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries a severe
risk of pollution since current waste water treatments are at capacity and necessitate major works to prevent pollution.
The inclusion of “reference to consultation with the water and sewerage undertaker” does not adequately mitigate
against anticipated pollution.
Transport:ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons: 
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
3.If the modelling is predicting a 25% increase in flows eastwards from the Moreton Road/High Street junction, the A422
will be subject to long queues at the approaches from both Stratford Road and Mill Lane*.
4.Why is it assumed that all traffic emanating from site BUC051 will flow through the town centre? The Brackley Road
(A422 westwards) is a likely route, leading as it does to the Silverstone Enterprise Zone.
5. Both BUC043 and MMO006 are approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and,
with limited footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. By
contrast, site BUC051 could initiate an attractive, flat, pedestrian/cycle access via the riverside walks. 
6. There is equally (if not worse) significant on street parking along the Moreton Road further exacerbating the queuing
traffic from an easterly direction.
* Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM003

Buckingham is expected to accommodate additional growth (2,177 houses) without any indication of the associated
infrastructure that will be required to service this growth.
Sustainable growth is not justified without sustainable transport links. This requires public transport that is easily
accessible without the use of the car. In the light of the recent confirmed financial support for the East-West Rail link,
which will offer a real alternative to the car, the Society calls for a re-directed balance of housing towards Winslow. The
reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006 (27) should be re-instated in Winslow, and the increase in Buckingham (10)
diverted to a more sustainable location.

In the Inspector’s Interim Findings, it is noted that ”growth in the north of the district would lead to increased lengths of
commuting flows” and that this is contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 34, which seeks to “ensure that developments which
generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimized”.

ED245 Policies Map

Please note this is neither a ‘support’ or ‘object’ matter. It is simply an observation, which leads to the conclusions set out
under other responses from The Buckingham Society to this consultation.
Policies Map
It is noticeable when examining the Policies Map for Buckingham and the neighbouring settlement of Maids Moreton
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

(page 5) that allocations BUC043 and MMO006 are located at the furthest edges of Buckingham and Maids Moreton
respectively and distanced by some margin from the main employment areas. 

The reserved site for Buckingham’s additional cemetery site is not shown. This is a commitment within the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan and marked ‘F’ on Fig.4.2. 

FMM072

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road
Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. For a settlement of a lower order with
acknowledged, major transport restraints, the proposed growth of 170 dwellings on this site, now compounded by an
additional 12 dwellings on MMO005 (FMM107) is not sustainable. The insertion of the words “at least” further
undermines the sustainability of this site. Contrary to FMM067, the village is not “moderately well served with services
and facilities”, having only 4 of the 6 criteria cited as a minimum number to qualify as a “medium” village. And, even if it
WAS a “medium” village, “at least 170 houses” is in total conflict with FMM015, Policy S2 (h): “growth in medium villages
will be at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting. It is also in direct conflict with NPPF, Paragraph 34,
since the “significant” movement that will be generated by 170 dwellings outside the settlement boundary of a small
village cannot be minimised. 
One can observe the ludicrously unbalanced nature of this allocation in FMM068, noting that no other ‘medium’ village is
expected to accommodate more than 37 dwellings.
Pollution
As noted under FMM059, the high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries an unacceptable risk of
pollution owing to the inadequacy of waste water treatment in the area. 
Transport
The SA Addendum report (ED246 9.12.4) considers the “at least 170 houses” to add a further degree of constraint since
it is acknowledged that a “larger site at a lower order settlement” will generate significant vehicular movement contrary
to NPPF, paragraph 34.
Maids Moreton is approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and, with limited
footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. 
ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons:
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
*Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM096 and FMM103

Policy I4 Flooding
(e) and (i)Noting the changes in FMM103 to “ensure no increase in flood risk on site or elsewhere such as downstream,
or upstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land” , The Buckingham Society considers that
development on the scale envisaged in BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006 would see a significant increase in surface water
discharge and lead to even greater flood risks within the Great Ouse catchment area. Calculations for floodplain
compensation and volume-for-volume compensation up to the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) are no longer adequate.

FMM096 requires “a new requirement to 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.” This is
an important proposal as it can be the case that small streams and ditches shown by the nationally available flood risk
dataset to be associated with surface water flood risk can be found to be associated with fluvial flood risk upon further
investigation. 
There are vast numbers of active springs around the town and it is noticeable that these and related underground
watercourses have changed the pattern of surface discharge; so much so that in each of the recent major flood events
(1998, 2007 and most recently December 2020), the associated flooding within and without the town has significantly
worsened, flooding properties and land that has not seen such volumes of water in previous decades. Should planning
applications proceed for sites BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006, further evidence is needed on such matters.

The reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006 (27) should be re-instated at Winslow and the increase in Buckingham (10)
diverted to where there is a real alternative to the use of cars.

Yes
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FMM005FMM005
40124012 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

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

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: APL-218 AWE Main Mod Reps Feb 2021.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t8
APL-218 Proposed Further Main Modifications Guidance Note and Response Form on behalf of AW
Group.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t9

The allocation D-HAL003 should be removed from the VALP due to the material change in circumstances arising from the
delay of closure;

Not sound - not justified

See attached documentation

The allocation D-HAL003 should be removed from the VALP. AW Group propose that the land at Littleton Manor Farm,
Waddesdon, would be an appropriate and justified
approach to making up the shortfall, with the site being available and deliverable immediately.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The issues raised in the submission would benefit from further discussion and interaction by participation

at a Hearing, to best assist the Inspector.
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FMM006FMM006
37103710 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Amarillo Ltd and Scandale Ltd [33025]
Agent:Agent: Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

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 and FMM006 is reducing this further. 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 location within the growth ARC generally.

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 and FMM006 is reducing this further. 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 location within the growth ARC generally.

Winslow’s contribution to the District’s housing needs should be substantially increased.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Planning Prospects are instructed to promote the Greenway Project on behalf of its landowners and have

detailed comments to expand on the representations provided here and to engage the debate regarding suitable sites to
deliver the housing development required to meet the District’s housing need.

None
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FMM008FMM008
38803880 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Vistry Group [33071]
Agent:Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton, Associate Director) [32718]

Officer summary: 
Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large villages’
over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at ‘large villages’ is
welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Whilst the marginal increase in the provision of housing at large villages is welcomed, the modified plan fails to
allocate a sufficient quantum of development for the remainder of the plan period, and as such fails to support
large villages. To achieve this, and also to allow for an increased buffer over AVDC’s housing requirement, AVDC should
maximise the potential of existing allocations.
Given that there are no technical constraints that would limit the site’s capacity to 26 dwellings, the capacity of
‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) should be increased to c. 60 dwellings.

FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town). Indeed, the housing trajectory as modified by FMM106 anticipates that 8,877
dwellings are to be delivered within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6) between
2020 and 2033; which comes in addition to the delivery of 3,036 dwellings within those developments in
the plan period to date (April 2013 – April 2020). Clearly, that is a significant proportion of AVDC’s supply to be
delivered from just 6 sites, and indeed delivery from those sites totals some 40% of the District’s supply.
Whilst the inclusion of large, strategic sites within AVDC’s trajectory is of course sound in principle, the 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 the build out rates of larger sites (such as the aforementioned allocations D-AGT1 to D-AGT6).
Firstly, the Letwin Report highlights that delays can often occur at the early stages of development as a result of the
complexities of delivering the necessary transport and utilities-based infrastructure to accommodate development
of this scale. That is a particularly relevant consideration given the nature of the proposed development sites
adjacent to Aylesbury town, and indeed the revised policies maps (as proposed to be modified by FMM107)
highlight the significant road infrastructure that is still required to be delivered to facilitate those development sites.
Specifically, the modified policies map highlights that delivery of the Eastern Link Road North, Eastern Link Road
South, Southern Link Road, South East Aylesbury Link Road, the Stoke Mandeville A4010 Realignment, and the
South West Aylesbury Link Road have yet to be completed. That infrastructure provision directly relates to parcels
AGT1, AGT2, AGT3, and AGT4, and as such their deliverability is dependent on the timely delivery of it. Indeed,
whilst it is accepted that the majority of those infrastructure projects are nearing completion, AVDC must be aware
that the delivery of large pieces of infrastructure is volatile, and that delays can occur for a multitude of reasons
even in the latter stages of a project.
As such, whilst modified under FMM106 to marginally improve the realism of the timelines for delivery, it is
considered that the amended Housing Trajectory still does not reflect the reality of delivering a number of large
sites around Aylesbury town. Indeed, the Housing Trajectory suggests that residential delivery at AGT4 will
commence from 2022/23 (as little as four months after the highways project is scheduled to be completed), and
that delivery at the residual areas of AGT1 and AGT2 will commence in 2024/25. Those timescales fail to take into
consideration those complexities, and the need for those developments to first navigate through the planning
application process.
If and when those issues have been overcome, the Letwin Report also notes that build out rate can be limited by the
effective market absorption rate of developments. Indeed, 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 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 the
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absorption of properties can directly stall the build-out of sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement
where six allocations are delivering some 40% of AVDC’s supply of housing over the plan period.
That is not to say, however, that the modified housing trajectory should reduce its aspiration to deliver larger sites.
However, with the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even
less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty
that the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered
“effective” in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.
Specifically, the Letwin Report finds that “we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and
on large sites” (paragraph 1.8 (b)), which reflects the findings of the NPPF 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” (paragraph 68). The suggested amendment would therefore ensure that the plan is in accordance with the
NPPF in that regard.
In that light, and to address AVDC’s reliance on large sites and ensure that their land supply has sufficient flexibility,
AVDC should maximise the potential of small-medium sites. Indeed, whilst the plan proposes to allocate ‘Land South
of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) for residential development, it puts forward a site capacity of just 26 dwellings,
which fails to take into consideration the suite of technical and environmental assessments that have previously
been submitted that demonstrate a more suitable capacity of c. 60 dwellings. The allocation policy, as currently drafted,
fails to ensure an “efficient use of land” therefore as required by NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, to allow for an increased buffer of dwellings in the Council’s supply and to demonstrate an ‘efficient use of land’
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 122, the capacity of ‘Land at Creslow Way, Stone’ should be increased to 60
dwellings.

Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033),
from 30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large
villages’ over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at
‘large villages’ is welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Indeed, whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Thus, notwithstanding that modification, the modified plan seeks to allocate land for just 26 dwellings within ‘large
villages’ in the remainder of the plan period. That is clearly an insufficient level of development for the remaining 13
years of the plan period across all villages and fails to reflect that, as identified in the settlement hierarchy, large
villages “have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable
locations for development”. Indeed, the allocation of such a small number of dwellings across the remainder of the
plan period fails to maximise the potential of such settlements, and certainly does not provide the investment that
such settlements require in order to support the provision of local services and facilities; and as such is contrary to
the aforementioned NPPF paragraph 78.
Indeed, it is notable that the figure is lower than the number of dwellings to be delivered from allocations at
‘medium villages’ (39 dwellings as per MM016), which appears to be at odds with a settlement hierarchy that
should fundamentally underpin the distribution of development in the District.
As such, it is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to
address the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001,
FMM012 and FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of
dwellings to be delivered at such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.
Indeed, a suite of technical and environmental assessments have been submitted in relation to ‘Land at Creslow Way,
Stone’ (STO008) that identifies that the site is suitable to accommodate the development of c. 60 dwellings, rather than
26 dwellings as currently suggested. Those submissions identified that there are no technical or environmental
constraints that would limit the capacity of the site to 26 dwellings and that the site could effectively accommodate a
development size of circa 60 dwellings. That position was noted within the previous consultation and, whilst Vistry Group
recognises that the Inspector has stated that AVDC’s response to not increasing the site’s capacity has been accepted,
that response was generic in its nature and offered no technical-based justification for the decision not to maximise the
available capacity on land that forms an integral part of an existing proposed allocation within a large village.
Indeed, the current allocation confirms that AVDC recognise the site’s suitability for residential development.
However, by limiting the site area and potential capacity, AVDC are unduly restricting potential development and
residential land delivery in this location, and thus are failing to promote an “efficient use of land” in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, the capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory thatis
proposed to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and
to allow for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
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proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.

The modified housing trajectory (as proposed to be modified through FMM106) should be further modified to
identify a development capacity of c. 60 dwellings at ‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) rather than 26
dwellings as currently drafted in order to achieve an efficient use of land. The overall housing supply (as modified by
FMM001) and other relevant alterations (e.g. the buffer as modified by FMM012) should be modified in light of this
change, and the allocation policy should also be updated to reflect this.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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FMM009FMM009
40234023 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) [33110]
Agent:Agent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) (Harry Ramsey, Planner) [33111]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Pegasus for Revera Limited combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74f

FMM009 seeks to increase the total housing growth in Medium Villages – from 1,282 dwellings to 1,423 dwellings.
FM009 justifies this increase as being necessary due to an update on the latest housing land supply position.

The proposed increase in housing growth for Medium Villages is fully supported as further growth to Medium Villages
will help to meet local housing needs, whilst also supporting local services. These FMM will help to support the
implementation of Policy D23 (Proposals for Non-Allocated Sites at Strategic Settlements, Larger Villages and Medium
Villages), securing the development of small-scale sites in Medium Villages.

See attached documentation

-

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
None given
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FMM012FMM012
37113711 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Amarillo Ltd and Scandale Ltd [33025]
Agent:Agent: Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM012 sets out that the Council’s suggested buffer of housing sites over its Objectively Assessed Need will fall from
5.7% to 5.4%. We would expect at least a 10% buffer to ensure that needs are met.

FMM012 sets out that the Council’s suggested buffer of housing sites over its Objectively Assessed Need will fall from
5.7% to 5.4%. However, this still does not represent sufficient contingency to provide sufficient flexibility should identified
sites not come forward at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan. Given the substantial reliance on delivery from
strategic sites around Aylesbury, the potential for the District’s housing needs not being met over the Plan period is
exacerbated. In such circumstances, the Council should look to identify more deliverable sites to ‘spread the risk’ if it is to
meet its identified needs and deliver its planned requirement. We would expect at least a 10% buffer to ensure that needs
are met.

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

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Planning Prospects are instructed to promote the Greenway Project on behalf of its landowners and have

detailed comments to expand on the representations provided here and to engage the debate regarding suitable sites to
deliver the housing development required to meet the District’s housing need.

None
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38783878 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Vistry Group [33071]
Agent:Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton, Associate Director) [32718]

Officer summary:
With the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even
less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty that
the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered “effective” in
accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.

FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town). Indeed, the housing trajectory as modified by FMM106 anticipates that 8,877
dwellings are to be delivered within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6) between
2020 and 2033; which comes in addition to the delivery of 3,036 dwellings within those developments in
the plan period to date (April 2013 – April 2020). Clearly, that is a significant proportion of AVDC’s supply to be
delivered from just 6 sites, and indeed delivery from those sites totals some 40% of the District’s supply.
Whilst the inclusion of large, strategic sites within AVDC’s trajectory is of course sound in principle, the 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 the build out rates of larger sites (such as the aforementioned allocations D-AGT1 to D-AGT6).
Firstly, the Letwin Report highlights that delays can often occur at the early stages of development as a result of the
complexities of delivering the necessary transport and utilities-based infrastructure to accommodate development
of this scale. That is a particularly relevant consideration given the nature of the proposed development sites
adjacent to Aylesbury town, and indeed the revised policies maps (as proposed to be modified by FMM107)
highlight the significant road infrastructure that is still required to be delivered to facilitate those development sites.
Specifically, the modified policies map highlights that delivery of the Eastern Link Road North, Eastern Link Road
South, Southern Link Road, South East Aylesbury Link Road, the Stoke Mandeville A4010 Realignment, and the
South West Aylesbury Link Road have yet to be completed. That infrastructure provision directly relates to parcels
AGT1, AGT2, AGT3, and AGT4, and as such their deliverability is dependent on the timely delivery of it. Indeed,
whilst it is accepted that the majority of those infrastructure projects are nearing completion, AVDC must be aware
that the delivery of large pieces of infrastructure is volatile, and that delays can occur for a multitude of reasons
even in the latter stages of a project.
As such, whilst modified under FMM106 to marginally improve the realism of the timelines for delivery, it is
considered that the amended Housing Trajectory still does not reflect the reality of delivering a number of large
sites around Aylesbury town. Indeed, the Housing Trajectory suggests that residential delivery at AGT4 will
commence from 2022/23 (as little as four months after the highways project is scheduled to be completed), and
that delivery at the residual areas of AGT1 and AGT2 will commence in 2024/25. Those timescales fail to take into
consideration those complexities, and the need for those developments to first navigate through the planning
application process.
If and when those issues have been overcome, the Letwin Report also notes that build out rate can be limited by the
effective market absorption rate of developments. Indeed, 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 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 the
absorption of properties can directly stall the build-out of sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement
where six allocations are delivering some 40% of AVDC’s supply of housing over the plan period.
That is not to say, however, that the modified housing trajectory should reduce its aspiration to deliver larger sites.
However, with the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even
less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty
that the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered
“effective” in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.
Specifically, the Letwin Report finds that “we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and
on large sites” (paragraph 1.8 (b)), which reflects the findings of the NPPF that “small and medium sized sites can
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

make an important contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively
quickly” (paragraph 68). The suggested amendment would therefore ensure that the plan is in accordance with the
NPPF in that regard.
In that light, and to address AVDC’s reliance on large sites and ensure that their land supply has sufficient flexibility,
AVDC should maximise the potential of small-medium sites. Indeed, whilst the plan proposes to allocate ‘Land South
of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) for residential development, it puts forward a site capacity of just 26 dwellings,
which fails to take into consideration the suite of technical and environmental assessments that have previously
been submitted that demonstrate a more suitable capacity of c. 60 dwellings. The allocation policy, as currently drafted,
fails to ensure an “efficient use of land” therefore as required by NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, to allow for an increased buffer of dwellings in the Council’s supply and to demonstrate an ‘efficient use of land’
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 122, the capacity of ‘Land at Creslow Way, Stone’ should be increased to 60
dwellings.

Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033),
from 30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large
villages’ over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at
‘large villages’ is welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Indeed, whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Thus, notwithstanding that modification, the modified plan seeks to allocate land for just 26 dwellings within ‘large
villages’ in the remainder of the plan period. That is clearly an insufficient level of development for the remaining 13
years of the plan period across all villages and fails to reflect that, as identified in the settlement hierarchy, large
villages “have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable
locations for development”. Indeed, the allocation of such a small number of dwellings across the remainder of the
plan period fails to maximise the potential of such settlements, and certainly does not provide the investment that
such settlements require in order to support the provision of local services and facilities; and as such is contrary to
the aforementioned NPPF paragraph 78.
Indeed, it is notable that the figure is lower than the number of dwellings to be delivered from allocations at
‘medium villages’ (39 dwellings as per MM016), which appears to be at odds with a settlement hierarchy that
should fundamentally underpin the distribution of development in the District.
As such, it is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to
address the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001,
FMM012 and FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of
dwellings to be delivered at such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.
Indeed, a suite of technical and environmental assessments have been submitted in relation to ‘Land at Creslow Way,
Stone’ (STO008) that identifies that the site is suitable to accommodate the development of c. 60 dwellings, rather than
26 dwellings as currently suggested. Those submissions identified that there are no technical or environmental
constraints that would limit the capacity of the site to 26 dwellings and that the site could effectively accommodate a
development size of circa 60 dwellings. That position was noted within the previous consultation and, whilst Vistry Group
recognises that the Inspector has stated that AVDC’s response to not increasing the site’s capacity has been accepted,
that response was generic in its nature and offered no technical-based justification for the decision not to maximise the
available capacity on land that forms an integral part of an existing proposed allocation within a large village.
Indeed, the current allocation confirms that AVDC recognise the site’s suitability for residential development.
However, by limiting the site area and potential capacity, AVDC are unduly restricting potential development and
residential land delivery in this location, and thus are failing to promote an “efficient use of land” in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, the capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory thatis
proposed to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and
to allow for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.

The modified housing trajectory (as proposed to be modified through FMM106) should be further modified to
identify a development capacity of c. 60 dwellings at ‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) rather than 26
dwellings as currently drafted, in order to achieve an efficient use of land. The overall housing supply (as
modified by FMM001) and other relevant alterations (e.g. the buffer as modified by FMM012) should be
modified in light of this change, and the allocation policy should also be updated to reflect this.

Yes
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments: Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM001, 012, 106 -

https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/758
Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM008, 016, 107 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/759

No
Written Representation
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FMM015FMM015
40244024 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) [33110]
Agent:Agent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) (Harry Ramsey, Planner) [33111]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Pegasus for Revera Limited combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74f

FMM015 proposes to amend the wording of Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy), to reflect the increase in housing numbers in
Medium Villages (as proposed by FMM009).
The proposed increase in housing growth for Medium Villages, outlined in FMM009 and FMM015 from 1,282 to 1,423
dwellings are fully supported.
Affording additional growth to Medium Villages will help to meet local housing needs, whilst also supporting local
services. These FMM will help to support the implementation of Policy D23 (Proposals for Non-Allocated Sites at
Strategic Settlements, Larger Villages and Medium Villages), securing the development of small-scale sites in Medium
Villages.

See attached documentation

-

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
None given
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40434043 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Gade Homes (Mr Nick Wyke, Planning Manager) [33114]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Planning officer summary: the respondent supports the increase in housing target put forward through this further
modification.

We support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and FMM067. 

Settlements such as Weston Turville continue to be sustainable locations benefitting from a range of services and
facilities. They are therefore suitable locations for new housing development. 

Small and medium sized sites on the edge of sustainable settlements such as that at Bye Green Weston Turville can
make an important contribution to meeting both district and local housing needs and can be built out relatively quickly as
recognized by paragraph 68 of the NPPF. 

The VALP’s reliance on larger strategic growth sites risks a slower delivery of housing due to the need for these sites to
provide new and expensive infrastructure. Should these sites not come forward at the expected delivery rate, smaller
development opportunities within medium villages should be encouraged. For this reason the wording contained in
paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted under modification FMM079 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

-

Yes

Yes
Not specified
None
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40764076 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Village Foundations (Mr Nick Wyke, Planning Manager) [31909]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Planning officer summary: support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and
FMM067.

We support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and FMM067. 

Settlements such as Stewkley continue to be sustainable locations benefitting from a range of services and facilities.
They are therefore suitable locations for new housing development. 

Small and medium sized sites on the edge of sustainable settlements such as that at Wing Road Stewkley can make an
important contribution to meeting both district and local housing needs and can be built out relatively quickly as
recognized by paragraph 68 of the NPPF. 

The VALP’s reliance on larger strategic growth sites risks a slower delivery of housing due to the need for these sites to
provide new and expensive infrastructure. Should these sites not come forward at the expected delivery rate, smaller
development opportunities within medium villages should be encouraged. For this reason the wording contained in
paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted under modification FMM079 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

-

Yes

Yes
Not specified
None
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FMM016FMM016
38813881 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Vistry Group [33071]
Agent:Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton, Associate Director) [32718]

Officer summary:
Whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Whilst the marginal increase in the provision of housing at large villages is welcomed, the modified plan fails to
allocate a sufficient quantum of development for the remainder of the plan period, and as such fails to support
large villages. To achieve this, and also to allow for an increased buffer over AVDC’s housing requirement, AVDC should
maximise the potential of existing allocations.
Given that there are no technical constraints that would limit the site’s capacity to 26 dwellings, the capacity of
‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) should be increased to c. 60 dwellings.

FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town). Indeed, the housing trajectory as modified by FMM106 anticipates that 8,877
dwellings are to be delivered within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6) between
2020 and 2033; which comes in addition to the delivery of 3,036 dwellings within those developments in
the plan period to date (April 2013 – April 2020). Clearly, that is a significant proportion of AVDC’s supply to be
delivered from just 6 sites, and indeed delivery from those sites totals some 40% of the District’s supply.
Whilst the inclusion of large, strategic sites within AVDC’s trajectory is of course sound in principle, the 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 the build out rates of larger sites (such as the aforementioned allocations D-AGT1 to D-AGT6).
Firstly, the Letwin Report highlights that delays can often occur at the early stages of development as a result of the
complexities of delivering the necessary transport and utilities-based infrastructure to accommodate development
of this scale. That is a particularly relevant consideration given the nature of the proposed development sites
adjacent to Aylesbury town, and indeed the revised policies maps (as proposed to be modified by FMM107)
highlight the significant road infrastructure that is still required to be delivered to facilitate those development sites.
Specifically, the modified policies map highlights that delivery of the Eastern Link Road North, Eastern Link Road
South, Southern Link Road, South East Aylesbury Link Road, the Stoke Mandeville A4010 Realignment, and the
South West Aylesbury Link Road have yet to be completed. That infrastructure provision directly relates to parcels
AGT1, AGT2, AGT3, and AGT4, and as such their deliverability is dependent on the timely delivery of it. Indeed,
whilst it is accepted that the majority of those infrastructure projects are nearing completion, AVDC must be aware
that the delivery of large pieces of infrastructure is volatile, and that delays can occur for a multitude of reasons
even in the latter stages of a project.
As such, whilst modified under FMM106 to marginally improve the realism of the timelines for delivery, it is
considered that the amended Housing Trajectory still does not reflect the reality of delivering a number of large
sites around Aylesbury town. Indeed, the Housing Trajectory suggests that residential delivery at AGT4 will
commence from 2022/23 (as little as four months after the highways project is scheduled to be completed), and
that delivery at the residual areas of AGT1 and AGT2 will commence in 2024/25. Those timescales fail to take into
consideration those complexities, and the need for those developments to first navigate through the planning
application process.
If and when those issues have been overcome, the Letwin Report also notes that build out rate can be limited by the
effective market absorption rate of developments. Indeed, 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 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 the
absorption of properties can directly stall the build-out of sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement
where six allocations are delivering some 40% of AVDC’s supply of housing over the plan period.
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That is not to say, however, that the modified housing trajectory should reduce its aspiration to deliver larger sites.
However, with the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even
less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty
that the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered
“effective” in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.
Specifically, the Letwin Report finds that “we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and
on large sites” (paragraph 1.8 (b)), which reflects the findings of the NPPF 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” (paragraph 68). The suggested amendment would therefore ensure that the plan is in accordance with the
NPPF in that regard.
In that light, and to address AVDC’s reliance on large sites and ensure that their land supply has sufficient flexibility,
AVDC should maximise the potential of small-medium sites. Indeed, whilst the plan proposes to allocate ‘Land South
of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) for residential development, it puts forward a site capacity of just 26 dwellings,
which fails to take into consideration the suite of technical and environmental assessments that have previously
been submitted that demonstrate a more suitable capacity of c. 60 dwellings. The allocation policy, as currently drafted,
fails to ensure an “efficient use of land” therefore as required by NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, to allow for an increased buffer of dwellings in the Council’s supply and to demonstrate an ‘efficient use of land’
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 122, the capacity of ‘Land at Creslow Way, Stone’ should be increased to 60
dwellings.

Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033),
from 30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large
villages’ over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at
‘large villages’ is welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Indeed, whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Thus, notwithstanding that modification, the modified plan seeks to allocate land for just 26 dwellings within ‘large
villages’ in the remainder of the plan period. That is clearly an insufficient level of development for the remaining 13
years of the plan period across all villages and fails to reflect that, as identified in the settlement hierarchy, large
villages “have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable
locations for development”. Indeed, the allocation of such a small number of dwellings across the remainder of the
plan period fails to maximise the potential of such settlements, and certainly does not provide the investment that
such settlements require in order to support the provision of local services and facilities; and as such is contrary to
the aforementioned NPPF paragraph 78.
Indeed, it is notable that the figure is lower than the number of dwellings to be delivered from allocations at
‘medium villages’ (39 dwellings as per MM016), which appears to be at odds with a settlement hierarchy that
should fundamentally underpin the distribution of development in the District.
As such, it is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to
address the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001,
FMM012 and FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of
dwellings to be delivered at such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.
Indeed, a suite of technical and environmental assessments have been submitted in relation to ‘Land at Creslow Way,
Stone’ (STO008) that identifies that the site is suitable to accommodate the development of c. 60 dwellings, rather than
26 dwellings as currently suggested. Those submissions identified that there are no technical or environmental
constraints that would limit the capacity of the site to 26 dwellings and that the site could effectively accommodate a
development size of circa 60 dwellings. That position was noted within the previous consultation and, whilst Vistry Group
recognises that the Inspector has stated that AVDC’s response to not increasing the site’s capacity has been accepted,
that response was generic in its nature and offered no technical-based justification for the decision not to maximise the
available capacity on land that forms an integral part of an existing proposed allocation within a large village.
Indeed, the current allocation confirms that AVDC recognise the site’s suitability for residential development.
However, by limiting the site area and potential capacity, AVDC are unduly restricting potential development and
residential land delivery in this location, and thus are failing to promote an “efficient use of land” in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, the capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory thatis
proposed to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and
to allow for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM001, 012, 106 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/758
Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM008, 016, 107 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/759

The modified housing trajectory (as proposed to be modified through FMM106) should be further modified to
identify a development capacity of c. 60 dwellings at ‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) rather than 26
dwellings as currently drafted in order to achieve an efficient use of land. The overall housing supply (as modified by
FMM001) and other relevant alterations (e.g. the buffer as modified by FMM012) should be modified in light of this
change, and the allocation policy should also be updated to reflect this.

Yes

No
Written Representation

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM017FMM017
37363736 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Quainton Parish Council (Mr Brian Fludgate, NP Steering Group Member) [33037]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Table 2 Proposed settlement hiercharchy and housing development shows:
Amount of housing development - 108 (was 58)
Completions and commitments - 84 (was 21)
Allocations 24 (was 37)
The figures for Quainton have been changed but are not consistent with allocations as stated in FMM068 being 37.

Table 2 Proposed settlement hiercharchy and housing development shows:
Amount of housing development - 108 (was 58)
Completions and commitments - 84 (was 21)
Allocations 24 (was 37)
The figures for Quainton have been changed but are not consistent with allocations as stated in FMM068 being 37.

We do not understand how the new completions and commitments figure has been calculated and where the increase
has occurred. Also, allocations of 24 is inconsistent with FMM074 and FMM075 which allocates land for development of
37 houses.
Please also refer to comments made on FMM074 and ED245 modifications to the VALP Policies Maps 
We contest the Quainton allocation should be 24 as per Table 2

Yes

No
Written Representation
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37603760 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr M. Smith [33050]
Agent:Agent: Edgars Limited (Mr Iain Summerwood, Senior Planner) [33049]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: 2502 FMM017 VALP IRS Edgars.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qf

Issue with effectiveness of FMM017, and Table 2, in that it is not clear for the development management process, and is
not flexible to changing circumstances. Additional wording is suggested above to solve this issue, to allow effectiveness
and to not disadvantage sustainable locations.

EDGARS LIMITED
FMM017 VALP REPRESENTATION
ON BEHALF OF MR. M. SMITH

On behalf of our client, Mr M. Smith, we refer the Inspector to the updated Table 2 ‘Proposed settlement hierarchy and
housing development’ of the consultation (FMM017). 
Under the final row - ‘Other settlements’ - of this table, the text acknowledges that such settlements are ‘not sustainable
locations for development’ in terms of housing allocations, although some ‘very limited development’ might ‘come
forward through neighbourhood plans or through the development management process considered against relevant
policies in the Plan’. 
Column 3 of the table clarifies that the ‘remainder of settlements in the district’ (as defined in Column 2) are those (‘listed
in the settlement hierarchy document’). 
In our view, there is an issue / lack of clarity, in the wording of this table, which impacts on its effectiveness of the Plan
and the effectiveness in the new wording of Column 2. 
The settlement hierarchy document contains a list of ‘other settlements’; this document is dated as 2017, as the result of
the LPA’s earlier work. The document does not comment on instances where locations outside of this list could be
sustainable. 
The FMM Guidance note explains that to be ‘effective’, the Plan should be flexible to changing circumstances. We believe
that the wording of Table 2 (as part of FMM017), and related Policy D5, should be further amended to make allowance
for locations outside of this previous list whose characteristics and performance against the settlement hierarchy
assessment criteria may have changed in the intervening four years since the settlement hierarchy document was
produced (or may change in the future), or where sustainable locations have not been part of the assessment.
By way of example, Gibraltar was not assessed as part of the 2017 settlement hierarchy review process. However, in
September 2019, an Appeal Inspector, relevant to my client’s property, outlined in terms of the settlement of Gibraltar the
‘easy access to public transport services to a level that would surpass those in most rural areas’ and the ‘access to a
reasonable range of local services and facilities’ [APP/J0405/W/19/3229920]. The location was considered sustainable
for development. 
In the absence of a more up to date or more detailed settlement hierarchy assessment, it is our view that the FMM should
allow the opportunity, clearly and effectively, for the demonstration of the equivalent sustainability of a development
location through the development management process. A suggested solution to this is that further wording should be
included (to compliment FMM017) in the final row of Table 2 to read [new wording is shown in caps-lock] : ‘All remaining
settlements (listed in the settlement hierarchy document, OR WHERE IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT A SETTLEMENT
IS AT LEAST EQUIVALENT IN SUSTAINABILITY TERMS’. This would ensure that the Plan ‘is flexible to changing
circumstances’. 
In the absence of an updated, and more detailed, settlement hierarchy assessment, we therefore consider that Table 2
(and Policy D5) should provide clearer opportunity for the demonstration of sustainability through the development
management process, to allow the effectiveness of the policy, the effectiveness of the FMM in column 2, and to not
disadvantage known sustainable locations. 

As above - A suggested solution to this is that further wording should be included (to compliment FMM017) in the final
row of Table 2 to read [new wording is shown in caps-lock] : ‘All remaining settlements (listed in the settlement hierarchy
document, OR WHERE IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT A SETTLEMENT IS AT LEAST EQUIVALENT IN
SUSTAINABILITY TERMS’. This would ensure that the Plan ‘is flexible to changing circumstances’.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Only if required to by the Inspector on this matter.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38733873 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM017 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7r5

I think the wording for the ‘Settlement’ columns for “Other settlements” in Table 2 on pages 47 and 51 of the further
modifications have been transposed and that the wording on page 47 should be included on page 51. If this is so then I
suggest that the reference to “Lower Hartwell”. “Fleet Marston”, “Broughton”, “Ledburn” and “Pitchcott” should be deleted
from the descriptions of medium and smaller settlements (as appropriate) and added to the “other settlements” as these
are all discrete settlements to which Policy D4, rather than Policies D2 and D3 should apply.

Officer note, soundness tests failed: justified. 

I think the wording for the ‘Settlement’ columns for “Other settlements” in Table 2 on pages 47 and 51 of the further
modifications have been transposed and that the wording on page 47 should be included on page 51. If this is so then I
suggest that the reference to “Lower Hartwell”. “Fleet Marston”, “Broughton”, “Ledburn” and “Pitchcott” should be deleted
from the descriptions of medium and smaller settlements (as appropriate) and added to the “other settlements” as these
are all discrete settlements to which Policy D4, rather than Policies D2 and D3 should apply.

Transfer wording of the ‘settlement’ column for “other settlements” from page 47 to page 51 of the further modifications.
Delete “Lower Hartwell”, “Fleet Marston”, “Broughton”, “Ledburn” and “Pitchcott” from the description of medium or
smaller settlement (as appropriate) and add them to the list of “other settlements” in Table 2.

Yes

No
Written Representation

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM024FMM024
37403740 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM 024 (a) will not be achieved. 

The new communities will not support and enhance existing communities, which are strongly based on a lasting sense
of place and identity. 

Instead, coalescence will result of the sort that was strongly criticised by the Secretary of State in 2015 over what is now
D-AGT4. 

The new sites will have little reason to support and enhance their enforced neighbours. And the busy link roads will
further cut them off and focus them internally.

The Further Main Modification (para a) now specifies that one of the aims of the Plan is that the new communities should
support and enhance existing communities within “neighbouring villages”. This aim is, however, not practicable. This
element of the Plan is Unsound because it is neither Justified nor Effective

Fundamental to each of the village communities in the area is a strong, historic sense of identity and place. This persists
and re-creates itself over time irrespective of changes of technology, lifestyle and demographics. Placenames,
anecdotes and shared events all contribute to this sense of community. 

The Plan’s proposals for the D-AGT sites will not “support and enhance” this. What they will do instead is far more
serious. It is to create coalescence between the “neighbouring villages” and greater Aylesbury. D-AGT4, for example,
would connect Aylesbury with the historic villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. This was specifically pointed
out in the Secretary of State’s ruling against the ‘Hampden Fields’ (now D-AGT4) proposal (see his letter 26 January 2015,
para 23 ‘Coalescence and Settlement Identity’). He said that the proposal would draw those villages and the town
together, in a “fundamental change”. Nothing in the current Plan mitigates that.

A second reason why FMM024 (a) will not work is that the plans for the new communities will actually create self-
contained areas with little or no reason to “support and enhance existing communities”. Local centres, if indeed they can
progress to be built in the face of the problems that affected Berryfields (see the changed narrative under FMM038), will
tend to draw the new residents in on themselves. 

In addition, the proposed ‘strategic link roads’ are forecast to carry a great volume of day-long traffic – 48,000 vehicles
per day in the case of the Southern Link Road through D-AGT4, for example. This means that interaction with an existing
village, however near it may appear on a map, will be severely restricted. 

These comments are consistent with our previous representations. The Further Main Modification has not resolved this
problem.

This representation is made on behalf of HFAG (Hampden Fields Action Group) and its 2,000 supporters. 

END

Insert, after “public realm”, “while avoiding coalescence”.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Coalescence is a major, continuing risk baked into the current Plan. Aylesbury MP Rob Butler has

highlighted the issue in Parliament; the Secretary of State referred to it in his 2015 ruling; and many in the local communities
covered by this FMM feel great anxiety over it. 

It is important for the Inspector to be made fully aware of the risk.
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM025FMM025
38103810 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Main mod representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qj
Response form - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qk

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 to delay residential development when there is an imperative on local planning
authorities to “boost significantly the supply of housing” (paragraph 47 of the 2012 NPPF and paragraph 59 of the 2019
NPPF).

On behalf of the D-AGT1 Consortium, please find attached a response to the VALP Further Main Modifications
consultation. The submission comprises the following two attachments:

1. Completed Representations Form;
2. Representations Document.

-

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To assist the Inspector in their consideration of D-AGT1 as principal landowners/promoters of the

strategic allocation.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM026FMM026
38113811 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Main mod representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qj
Response form - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qk

The Consortium objects to the timing of delivery stated in Policy D-AGT1.

On behalf of the D-AGT1 Consortium, please find attached a response to the VALP Further Main Modifications
consultation. The submission comprises the following two attachments:

1. Completed Representations Form;
2. Representations Document.

-

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To assist the Inspector in their consideration of D-AGT1 as principal landowners/promoters of the

strategic allocation.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM030FMM030
40594059 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land (Mr Rob Philips) [33119]
Agent:Agent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel, Principal Planner) [29880]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

That we support the proposed allocation and note the revised trajectory pushing delivery from the Gleeson site back 1
year to 2025. Whilst we do not object it should be noted that there is a current planning application and we are in regular
discussions with the Council. It is therefore possible that delivery would in fact be sooner than assumed but given the
numbers are a minimum and not restricted by phasing no objection is raised in that regard.

FMM030 – Policy D-AGT2: South West Aylesbury 
We would in the first instance reiterate our support for the allocation of land at South West Aylesbury for mixed-use
development including at least 1,490 homes. However, to assist the Council / the Inspector, we provide the following
comments on the Further Main Modifications to this policy below. 

Completions and Expected Time of Delivery 
We note that since the VALP was submitted for examination, 129 homes have already been delivered within the D-AGT2
allocation and we support this factual update. We also support the acknowledgement that a further 121 homes will be
delivered in the period 2020-2025. 

We similarly raise no objection to the revised trajectory for the wider site that would see the remaining 1,240 homes
delivered between 2025-2033 i.e. with commencement a year later than previously assumed (given the wider delays to
the VALP as mentioned above). 

As referenced above, there is a current planning application for the development of up to 1,400 homes on the majority of
the allocated site and we are in regular discussions with the Council (as both Local Planning Authority and Highways
Authority), HS2 and other key stakeholders.. Good progress is being made in this regard, with HS2’s proposals becoming
fixed and an application submitted by the Council for the South East Aylesbury Link Road, which in turn allows the
masterplan for the site to be fixed.

Fundamentally therefore, the scheme is well advanced and is ready to progress at the earliest opportunity upon adoption
of the VALP. It may be that delivery from this site can in fact commence before the now assumed date in 2025, and for a
higher number of homes than is identified. However, as the numbers for this allocation are (rightly) expressed as a
minimum, and that the identified delivery is simply an assumed trajectory rather than a phasing restriction (which would
be wholly inappropriate and unnecessary), we do not object to the approximate delivery profile identified.

-

Yes

Yes
Written Representation
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM033FMM033
40204020 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Oliver Bell - Nexus Planning for Weston Mead Farm Limited - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76c

This site is located within an area allocated for transformational change through Policy D-AGT3, including substantial
new infrastructure, housing, employment and other supporting uses. Furthermore, it is directly adjacent to significant
approved housing developments to the south and west. The current wording of criterion ‘s’ is unduly restrictive and
would prevent an ability to make an effective use of land. Our proposed wording would provide more flexibility on the
nature of development that could come forward, but still aligns with the overarching approach to development within the
policy area. Without this change this aspect of modification FMM033 is not justified.

These representations are prepared in respect of FMM033 and the proposed changes to criterion ‘s’ of the site specific
requirements, which currently is worded as follows (amended text underlined):
At Westonmead Farm development is to be kept to the southern section of the area. The northern section of the area
identified as 'not built development' is to be retained for green infrastructure (criteria p above). The are some existing
agricultural buildings to the north of the watercourse, their conversion to a suitable use that is compatible with their rural
nature and Green Infrastructure context would be considered acceptable.
Weston Mead Farm Limited welcomes the proposed modification in so far as it recognises that the existing buildings in
the northern part of the site have some development potential – a position we have promoted throughout the VALP
process. We do however consider that adjustments are required to the text in order to ensure that it meets the tests of
soundness as set out at paragraph 182 of the NPPF 2012.
The policy wording identifies that large parts of the northern section of the site is to be retained as green infrastructure
and is subject to a ‘not built development’ designation. In line with this, planning approval ref. 17/04819/AOP, which
grants planning permission for up to 157 dwellings across the wider site, requires parts of the northern section for use as
green infrastructure although the land containing the existing buildings (and that immediately adjacent) is excluded, as
shown on approved drawing ref. D9104 Rev. 05, which is attached for ease of reference. This parcel is almost 1 hectare
in size.
It would appear that the wording of the proposed modification has followed a very similar approach to the provisions of
Policy C1 of the VALP, which relates to the ‘conversion of rural buildings’. This policy is however somewhat restrictive
and, having regard to the supporting text, designed to respond to more isolated and rural clusters of buildings.
Conversely, this site is located within an area allocated for transformational change through Policy D-AGT3 of the VALP,
including substantial new infrastructure, housing, employment and other supporting uses. Furthermore, it is directly
adjacent to significant approved housing developments to the south and west.
Whilst it is appreciated that land to the north will comprise green infrastructure, the current wording is still unduly
restrictive having regard to the site’s context outlined above and therefore could prevent an ability to make an effective
use of land. For example, the wording restricts development to conversion, without any justification.
We also note that specific reference is made to ‘agricultural’ buildings. Whilst the buildings have been used for such
purposes, other uses have also been in operation. It therefore considered that the agricultural reference is inaccurate but
in any event is not necessary and therefore should be deleted.
To address the above issues, it is suggested that the proposed modification for criterion ‘s’ should be as follows, again
new text shown as underlined:
At Westonmead Farm development is to be kept to the southern section of the area. The northern section of the area
identified as 'not built development' is to be retained for green infrastructure (criteria p above). The are some existing
buildings to the north of the watercourse, their redevelopment or conversion to a suitable use that is compatible with
criterion ‘a’ of Policy D-AGT3 and the Green Infrastructure context would be considered acceptable.
This approach would provide more flexibility on the nature of development that could come forward, but importantly
ensures that it aligns with the overarching approach to development within the policy area and has specific regard to the
presence of green infrastructure adjacent to the site. Without this change, it is considered that this aspect of proposed
modification FMM033 is unsound as it fails to be justified in setting unduly restrictive parameters for the site and thus is
not the most appropriate strategy. Accordingly, it conflicts with paragraph 182 of the NPPF 2012.

The wording of criterion ‘s’ should be as follows, with new text shown as underlined:
At Westonmead Farm development is to be kept to the southern section of the area. The northern section of the area
identified as 'not built development' is to be retained for green infrastructure (criteria p above). The are some existing
buildings to the north of the watercourse, their redevelopment or conversion to a suitable use that is compatible with
criterion ‘a’ of Policy D-AGT3 and the Green Infrastructure context would be considered acceptable.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Only if agreement did not exist on the proposed wording for criterion ‘s’. It would be necessary to attend in

order to further explain the implications of the Council’s current wording.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM054FMM054
38883888 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM054 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7r7

Using data from the August 2020 version of the Housing Trajectory, I have completed the attached table which is an
update of the table I submitted with my representation on MM070 of the October 2019 main modifications. My new table
shows that some sites are now expected to proceed at a slower rate. As a result, the problems conceiving development
in the area outside Aylesbury which I had identified have now been deferred and can be dealt with in the planned
Buckinghamshire Local Plan. I am therefore pleased to withdraw my earlier representation ID 3554.

Using data from the August 2020 version of the Housing Trajectory, I have completed the attached table which is an
update of the table I submitted with my representation on MM070 of the October 2019 main modifications. My new table
shows that some sites are now expected to proceed at a slower rate. As a result, the problems conceiving development
in the area outside Aylesbury which I had identified have now been deferred and can be dealt with in the planned
Buckinghamshire Local Plan. I am therefore pleased to withdraw my earlier representation ID 3554.

-

Yes

Yes
Written Representation

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM057FMM057
39983998 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium [27610]
Agent:Agent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr Brian Flynn, Associate) [29547]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM004, 005, 024, 028 & 033 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75x
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM028 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75j
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM057 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75k
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM058 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75z
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM089 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75m
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for HAL003 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75n
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for NLV001 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75y

The number of dwellings to be delivered between is incorrect and is not consistent with the allocation or the current
planning application at the site.

See attached documentation

The number of dwellings to be delivered between 2025 and 2033 at Site Allocation NLV001 should be corrected to be
consistent with the allocation and current planning application at the site. It is requested that the figure 1,705 is replaced
by 1,555 dwellings. As such, the predicted housing delivery at Site Allocation NLV001 should be 300 dwellings between
2020 and 2025 and 1,555 dwellings between 2025 and 2033.

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
SWMK Consortium submitted representations to the Reg.19 VALP in December 2017 and the Main

Modifications 2019 consultation in December 2019, and submitted a hearing statement and appeared at the hearing
session for Matter 15o, all of which are relevant to these Further Main Modifications.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM058FMM058
37033703 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Gary Silver [30819]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

If the Shenley Park development goes ahead, there must absolutely be no road access to the H6 Childs Way. This grid
road is already full of queing traffic in the mornings and cannot take any more load. The playing field between
Kingsmead & Oxley Park is the only one for these two estates. It would be devasting for the local community to run a link
road through that field and would be exceptionally dangerous for the children that play there and there is absolutely no
way that this could be supported. Another route must be found. Red way is sensible.

If the Shenley Park development goes ahead, there must absolutely be no road access to the H6 Childs Way. This grid
road is already full of queing traffic in the mornings and cannot take any more load. The playing field between
Kingsmead & Oxley Park is the only one for these two estates. It would be devasting for the local community to run a link
road through that field and would be exceptionally dangerous for the children that play there and there is absolutely no
way that this could be supported. Another route must be found. Red way is sensible.

If road access to MK is required, then it would be far more sensible through H7 Chaffron Way as there is no playing field
and less traffic on H7. Or alternatively the A421.

Please remove H6 Childs Way from Criteria Point P as it would be irresponsible to allow this to happen from a safety
perspective

No

No
Written Representation
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37343734 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Respondent:Respondent: Natural England (Ellen Satchwell, Sustainable Development Lead Advisor) [33027]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

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.

Dear Sir or Madam,
Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan – Further Main Modifications
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 15 December 2020 which was received by Natural England on the
same day.
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 our comments from the previous consultation on board. We have reviewed the
modifications and in particular Policies NE1-9 and I1, and have no further comments to make.
We have included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes concerned
with wording of certain policies.
ADVISORY
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.
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.
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 the 18th November 2020 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the
Addendum Habitats Regulations Assessment (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. 
Yours sincerely,
Ellen Satchwell
Sustainable Development Lead Adviser
Thames Solent Team

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.

Not specified
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments: Ellen Satchwell - Natural England - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/756

Not specified
Not specified
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37503750 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey, Parish Clerk) [30440]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Serious doubts are raised, and reasons given as to why and how the projected house completion rate - stating that 50
new homes will be delivered between 2020 to 2025 - is unrealistic, wildly optimistic and wide of the mark. 
Clarification of WPC’s position on the Objection or Support to the six criteria points, which would change depending on
the final conclusion of proper process being followed.

These comments are made on the understanding that WPC have legitimate objections to this site being included in the
VALP, and elected councillors expect and hope the Inspector will reopen the hearing sessions to properly examine
Shenley Park’s inclusion, after comparison with the alternative sites. 
PHASING. 
It is totally unrealistic for Buckinghamshire Council (BC) to predict delivery of 50 homes on this site within 2020 - 2025 - a
period end date which is already under 4 years away. 
AECOM are wrong to say in the SAA (bullet 3, para.5.3.8) that Salden Chase is a committed site - it is not yet, and it's
access is dependent on an appeal that does not open until May 2021. Realistically a decision will not be made till later
this year, and that decision may or may not pave the way for FMM058 to follow because it's access is fundamentally the
same, being dependent upon existing over capacity on the A421 being resolved (at peak times). Only if the Salden Chase
site is finally approved can Shenley Park be considered safe to include in the emerging VALP, which realistically will not
be adopted until end 2021, if the further Hearing Sessions are required. Thereafter BC have made it abundantly clear that
further traffic and transport investigations are required , both for potential dualling to the A421 and rat-running through
Whaddon village which, depending on monitoring results, may require lengthy consultation with third parties including
residents - especially if road closures are anticipated - which would appear to be the case. Before a reserved
matter/detailed planning application can be submitted, Whaddon and others have been assured that a detailed
Development Design Brief will be submitted for consultation. These are not simple or straightforward issues, involving
many specialist subjects, some of which may have commenced (archaeological investigations?), but others not. The
question of road connections into Milton Keynes has yet to be agreed, as have the detailed discussions on CIL/Section
106 payments, which are yet to be finally negotiated - a tricky and difficult subject that has already put elected members
of both local authorities 'on their serious guard', so as not to be left 'out of financial pocket'..... not forgetting the
agreement to be reached on the ownership and maintenance agreements, in perpetuity on POS etc. Once all these issues
have been approved and adopted, the planning application process can realistically commence. Approval will inevitably
follow some months later and only thereafter can the advance infrastructure commence leading to the construction of
drainage, roads, balancing lakes, biodiversity areas, etc. Thereafter the first houses will begin to rise - a process in itself
that will take a full year to complete 50 homes.
CRITERIA : h : f : o : p : q & v 
Until the outstanding Objection to this site is finally determined, preferably following proper debate and examination at a
future 'Hearing Session', WPC believes their Objection on these points must remain in place. 
However it should be said that if FMM058, Shenley Park remains within the VALP after proper process has been followed,
then the suggested revisions to the site specific requirements, as detailed in these six criteria make absolute sense, and
would be fully supported by this council on the understanding that the community is fully involved in the shaping of future
planning decisions both through consultation on both the design brief and detailed planning application.

FMM058 should be changed to read that 1150 homes will be delivered between 2025 and 2033 ...... and not before.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Why? For clarification and to ensure that realistic time scales are set, thereby allowing for proper and

unhurried consultation time with affected communities. This is vitally important on transport, traffic, landscape and
biodiversity issues that will inevitably affect a nearby settled community, and must be dealt with properly and carefully to
ensure that their amenity and peaceful enjoyment of the area is not materially affected or damaged.

None
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37533753 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Crest Nicholson [33043]
Agent:Agent: Savills (Mr David Bainbridge, Director, Planning) [33039]

Crest Nicholson continues to support the proposed site allocation D-WHA001 Shenley Park, as being a sustainable and
appropriate location for residential-led development.
We consider it is appropriate to identify that the site has the ability to deliver at least 1,580 dwellings, of which some
might be delivered beyond the end of period proposed for the VALP i.e. beyond the year 2033.
We have no objections to the changes to the criterion proposed under MM076. We have just a minor query in respect of
the bridleway reference under criterion q.

Crest Nicholson continues to support the proposed site allocation D-WHA001 Shenley Park, as being a sustainable and
appropriate location for residential-led development.

Crest Nicholson is a leading residential housebuilder operating in the Southern half of England and the Midlands with an
emphasis on creating well designed, high quality homes in sustainable communities. 

The Group prides itself on the delivery of new places which have sustainability at their heart. This creates new
communities which are desirable places for first time buyers and larger family homes, including a mixture of houses and
apartments as well as some commercial premises as part of the larger developments.

Crest Nicholson, working with the landowners and relevant stakeholders, is the promoter of land known as Shenley Park
on the south west edge of Milton Keynes. Within the VALP the site has reference: D-WHA001.

The land at Shenley Park was originally included in the draft VALP published for consultation in 2016, but was then
omitted from the submission version in 2017 when the overall housing provision was proposed to be reduced.

As set-out in the Inspector’s Interim Findings and the Main Modifications in 2019, additional residential development is
required adjacent to Milton Keynes, in order to help meet the identified housing requirements of the VALP in a strategic
manner. 

Representations to the main modifications in 2019 were submitted by Savills on behalf of Crest Nicholson. These were
generally supportive of then proposed main modifications and included suggestions for revisions to the emerging policy
allocation. In accordance with the guidance for this further main modifications consultation we have not repeated or
attached a copy of these representations. In the main these representations remain relevant and we trust they are
available for the Planning Inspector to consider. A further copy can be provided if required.

This site has good provenance having previously been proposed for development over four years ago. We consider it is
entirely appropriate to include this site within the VALP. The site has been the subject of testing through the examination
process to date including sustainability appraisal and it has been the subject of public consultation.

We consider the site is a deliverable site for years one to five of the plan period and beyond. Crest Nicholson has a full
consultant team in place to take the site forward to a planning application, subject to the outcome of examination into
the VALP.

Shenley Park is available now for housing-led development, it offers a suitable location for development now, with
delivery of development achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years.

Shenley Park will employ high-quality design principles and use the natural features of the site and landscape setting as
the framework for masterplanning. A strong ‘sense of place’ will be delivered through the use of traditional local building
styles, with distinctive street scenes that run through the site and provide a succession of evolving vistas and glimpsed
views to open countryside. A mixed-use local centre, village green, other accessible public open space, and connections
to Milton Keynes by sustainable modes of transports will also be integral features of the development. Please refer to our
representations to the main modifications for more detail in this regard.
We support the proposed further main modifications in respect of 50 homes to be delivered in the period 2020-2025. This
reflects the ability for delivery earlier than the previous main modifications suggestion of delivery starting in the year
2024.
Crest Nicholson intends to prepare a planning application for submission before the end of 2021, depending on the
subject to the outcome of examination into the VALP. 
We support the identification of D-WHA001 Shenley Park within Appendix A: Aylesbury Vale Area Housing Trajectory for
2013-2033 - based on VALP housing requirement. In particular, we support identification of delivery of 50 new homes by
2024/25. However, we would ask that the column headings are repeated on each page of this document so that it is
easier to read the table.
We agree that 1,150 new homes can be delivered during the period 2025-2033, as identified in the housing trajectory.
However, we consider the site is capable of delivering more than 1,150 dwellings. We have undertaken site assessment
work and masterplanning (see representations from December 2019) which show that at least 1,580 dwellings can be
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Response on Behalf of Crest Nicholson - FMM058, Site D-WHA001 Shenley Park.pdf -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qb

accommodated on the site.
We consider it is appropriate to identify that the site has the ability to deliver at least 1,580 dwellings, of which some
might be delivered beyond the end of period proposed for the VALP i.e. beyond the year 2033.
FMM058 proposes changes to the wording for some of the criterion proposed under MM076. The changes relate to
criterion: f, h, o, p, q and v. We have no objections to the proposed changes to these criterion.
We have a query as to whether the reference under criterion q should be to Shenley Brook End BW 007?
D-WHA001 Shenley Park, is a sustainable, viable and available site that fully accords with the sustainable development
principles embedded in national planning policy guidance. Crest Nicholson is committed to the delivery of a sustainable
new community taking matters forward from policy in the VALP through to a planning application and delivery on site.
We look forward to attending all relevant examination hearings in respect of this site and our representations to the main
modifications and further main modifications.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
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37553755 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

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

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: KRG 2representation. FINAL.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qc

The detail case is set out in the attached representation. In summary the previous comments and objections made by the
Kingsmead Residents Group have not been resolved and the further modifications raise new serious concerns as set out
in the full document attached.

The detail case is set out in the attached representation. In summary the previous comments and objections made by the
Kingsmead Residents Group have not been resolved and the further modifications raise new serious concerns as set out
in the full document attached.

The change requested are as made at the Main Modifications stage: Delete Shenley Park and replace with Eaton Leys
extension from the Milton Keynes's site into Buckinghamshire's administrative area.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
The complexity and wide ranging case requires a full discussion to ensure all of the relevant points and

consequences are fully understood. This requires several parties: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Councils and other
interested parties involved with the Eaton Leys Development site.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd [28204]
Agent:Agent: Willis Dawson Holdings Ltd (Ms Sarah Hamilton-Foyn, Senior Director) [33094]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Response Form FMM058 09.02.2021 Final - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qq

Planning Officer Summary

Object to the allocation of Shenley Park on the basis that the revisions to the policy to address traffic impacts are
inadequate and do not address the concerns raised at Main Modification stage. The SA Addendum has also not been
conducted properly.

Fails soundness tests - Not justified or effective

Please see attached document for full response

Pegasus seek the deletion of policy D-WHA001 Shenley Park and therefore the relevant PMMs and FMMs relating to
this policy and instead promote the inclusion of Land West of Newton Leys, Milton Keynes.
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 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.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The issues we have raised are critical to the delivery of housing in the Local Plan and raise issues of

soundness in respect of the site selection process and the SA. We note that the Inspector in ED265 has indicated that he is
minded to hold further hearing sessions on MMs071,072,073,074,075,076,297 (D-NLV001 Salden Chase, D-WHA001 Shenley
Park and supporting text), which we would wish to attend as the issues raised in our response to the Proposed Main
Modifications and the Further Proposed Main Modifications are directed at the soundness of the Plan. Not all reasonable
alternatives have been examined and the justification for the proposed allocation at Shenley Park is also undermined by the
latest transport modelling evidence as referred to above.
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40014001 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium [27610]
Agent:Agent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr Brian Flynn, Associate) [29547]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM004, 005, 024, 028 & 033 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75x
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM028 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75j
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM057 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75k
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM058 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75z
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM089 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75m
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for HAL003 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75n
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for NLV001 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75y

Planning Officer Summary
An additional allocation should be made to the south west of Milton Keynes at Site Ref. NLV020. A development at Site
Ref. NLV020 could be accommodated without significant landscape and visual effects and would provide an appropriate
transport mitigation package to enhance strategic and local transport infrastructure. It is considered that Site Ref.
NLV020 is a better site than WHA001 in landscape and transport terms, and should be allocated accordingly.

See attached documentation

No changes are requested for FMM058. The SWMK Consortium maintains an objection to MM074 and changes to
WHA001: Shenley Park are requested in those representations.

Soundness failed - not justified or consistent with national policy

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
SWMK Consortium submitted representations to Main Modifications MM076 in December 2019 which are

relevant to these Further Main Modifications.
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40604060 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Milton Keynes Council (Andrew Turner, Development Plans & Delivery Manager) [32525]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Andrew Turner - Milton Keynes Council - combined and redacted.pdf -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/755

Milton Keynes Council continues to object to the allocation of Shenley Park in the VALP. We welcome the Inspector’s
decision to hold a hearing session on sites D-WHA001 Shenley Park and D-NLV001 Salden Chase and several changes
made to Policy D-WHA001, principally via FMM058. 
Our objections relate to Shenley Park becoming a successful part of the city, concerns are raised about the failure to
require a grid road and associated grid road corridor incorporating Redways and the provision of a large enough primary
school. Concerns are also raised about traffic modelling and the impact on the local highway network.

Please see attached letter relating to FMM058

Please see attached letter

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
When developed Shenley Park will be a major extension to the city of Milton Keynes. Milton Keynes

Council wishes to be represented at any further hearing session on Shenley Park in order to ensure this development
becomes a successful part of the city, reflecting its distinctive and high-quality character and to mitigate its impact on local
services and facilities.
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FMM059FMM059
40994099 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: The Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

BUC043 not consistent with BNDP, the only legally made development plan for Buckingham. The site cannot deliver
sustainable housing growth; the relative high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries severe risk of
pollution since waste water treatments are at capacity and “reference to consultation with the water and sewerage
undertaker” does not adequately mitigate against anticipated pollution.

FMM059

BUC043 (Moreton Road, Phase III)
The Society has consistently opposed the inclusion of this site in VALP. It did not form part of the development plan in
the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and a previous application was rejected at appeal by the
Planning Inspectorate. It cannot deliver sustainable housing growth, as can be understood from the many objections to
the planning application validated on 11th February 2020 and without major infrastructure mitigation, no development is
possible within the plan period.
Pollution: It is acknowledged that the relative high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries a severe
risk of pollution since current waste water treatments are at capacity and necessitate major works to prevent pollution.
The inclusion of “reference to consultation with the water and sewerage undertaker” does not adequately mitigate
against anticipated pollution.
Transport:ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons: 
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
3.If the modelling is predicting a 25% increase in flows eastwards from the Moreton Road/High Street junction, the A422
will be subject to long queues at the approaches from both Stratford Road and Mill Lane*.
4.Why is it assumed that all traffic emanating from site BUC051 will flow through the town centre? The Brackley Road
(A422 westwards) is a likely route, leading as it does to the Silverstone Enterprise Zone.
5. Both BUC043 and MMO006 are approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and,
with limited footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. By
contrast, site BUC051 could initiate an attractive, flat, pedestrian/cycle access via the riverside walks. 
6. There is equally (if not worse) significant on street parking along the Moreton Road further exacerbating the queuing
traffic from an easterly direction.
* Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM003

Buckingham is expected to accommodate additional growth (2,177 houses) without any indication of the associated
infrastructure that will be required to service this growth.
Sustainable growth is not justified without sustainable transport links. This requires public transport that is easily
accessible without the use of the car. In the light of the recent confirmed financial support for the East-West Rail link,
which will offer a real alternative to the car, the Society calls for a re-directed balance of housing towards Winslow. The
reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006 (27) should be re-instated in Winslow, and the increase in Buckingham (10)
diverted to a more sustainable location.

In the Inspector’s Interim Findings, it is noted that ”growth in the north of the district would lead to increased lengths of
commuting flows” and that this is contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 34, which seeks to “ensure that developments which
generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimized”.

ED245 Policies Map

Please note this is neither a ‘support’ or ‘object’ matter. It is simply an observation, which leads to the conclusions set out
under other responses from The Buckingham Society to this consultation.
Policies Map
It is noticeable when examining the Policies Map for Buckingham and the neighbouring settlement of Maids Moreton
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

LegallyLegally

(page 5) that allocations BUC043 and MMO006 are located at the furthest edges of Buckingham and Maids Moreton
respectively and distanced by some margin from the main employment areas. 

The reserved site for Buckingham’s additional cemetery site is not shown. This is a commitment within the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan and marked ‘F’ on Fig.4.2. 

FMM072

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road
Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. For a settlement of a lower order with
acknowledged, major transport restraints, the proposed growth of 170 dwellings on this site, now compounded by an
additional 12 dwellings on MMO005 (FMM107) is not sustainable. The insertion of the words “at least” further
undermines the sustainability of this site. Contrary to FMM067, the village is not “moderately well served with services
and facilities”, having only 4 of the 6 criteria cited as a minimum number to qualify as a “medium” village. And, even if it
WAS a “medium” village, “at least 170 houses” is in total conflict with FMM015, Policy S2 (h): “growth in medium villages
will be at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting. It is also in direct conflict with NPPF, Paragraph 34,
since the “significant” movement that will be generated by 170 dwellings outside the settlement boundary of a small
village cannot be minimised. 
One can observe the ludicrously unbalanced nature of this allocation in FMM068, noting that no other ‘medium’ village is
expected to accommodate more than 37 dwellings.
Pollution
As noted under FMM059, the high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries an unacceptable risk of
pollution owing to the inadequacy of waste water treatment in the area. 
Transport
The SA Addendum report (ED246 9.12.4) considers the “at least 170 houses” to add a further degree of constraint since
it is acknowledged that a “larger site at a lower order settlement” will generate significant vehicular movement contrary
to NPPF, paragraph 34.
Maids Moreton is approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and, with limited
footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. 
ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons:
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
*Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM096 and FMM103

Policy I4 Flooding
(e) and (i)Noting the changes in FMM103 to “ensure no increase in flood risk on site or elsewhere such as downstream,
or upstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land” , The Buckingham Society considers that
development on the scale envisaged in BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006 would see a significant increase in surface water
discharge and lead to even greater flood risks within the Great Ouse catchment area. Calculations for floodplain
compensation and volume-for-volume compensation up to the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) are no longer adequate.

FMM096 requires “a new requirement to 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.” This is
an important proposal as it can be the case that small streams and ditches shown by the nationally available flood risk
dataset to be associated with surface water flood risk can be found to be associated with fluvial flood risk upon further
investigation. 
There are vast numbers of active springs around the town and it is noticeable that these and related underground
watercourses have changed the pattern of surface discharge; so much so that in each of the recent major flood events
(1998, 2007 and most recently December 2020), the associated flooding within and without the town has significantly
worsened, flooding properties and land that has not seen such volumes of water in previous decades. Should planning
applications proceed for sites BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006, further evidence is needed on such matters.

Consultation on the specific matters of waste water and sewerage should be undertaken with the Town council in
conjunction with the relevant utilities undertaker. Further traffic modelling is required to assess the combined increases
in traffic from ALL developments that will be expected to use Moreton Road, A413 into the town centre.

Yes

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

55 / 357



Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Buckingham Society Carolyn Cumming Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76g

No
Appearance at the examination
We would wish to respond to the flawed evidence in ED257
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FMM062FMM062
39803980 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Defense Infrastructure Organisation [33095]
Agent:Agent: Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne, Associate Director) [29946]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rs

Officer note: this representation refers to 'FMM026', which modifies site policy D-AGT1, but the body of the
representation relates to site policy D-HAL003 so it has been registered against FMM062.

As set out in the February 2019 update on the ‘Defence Estate Optimisation Programme’, it is intended that RAF Halton
will undergo a phased vacation and development from 2022, with a final vacation and disposal by 2025. Therefore, we
write in support of FMM026 and ED244 Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP:
Appendix

RAF Halton was identified for closure on 6th
September 2016 as part of the Ministry of Defence (‘MOD’) and DIO ‘A Better Defence Estate’ programme.
In February 2019, MOD provided an update to Parliament on its progress to modernise its estate to meet future military
capability requirements. The update provided clarity for the next five years of activity with details on the status of 33
sites.
The Defence Estate Optimisation Portfolio delivering this work is an ambitious 25-year portfolio of construction activity,
unit and personnel moves, and site disposals that will deliver a better structured, more economical estate that more
effectively supports military capability. In total, Defence will invest £4billion over the coming years, and has already
released 12 sites as surplus to requirements.
As part of the February 2019 announcement in parliament, the disposal date for RAF Halton was updated to indicate that
RAF Halton will commence a phased drawdown and closure beginning in 2022, with a final vacation and disposal by
2025.
The above update on the Defence Estate Optimisation Portfolio became available after the proposed submission version
of the VALP was first published. Whilst the proposed Main Modification (2019) Consultation sought to update the
disposal date, the representations submitted by various parties at the Main Modification stage demonstrated continued
confusion
surrounding the disposal date. This representation seeks to provide clarity on the phased vacation strategy.

As set out in the February 2019 update on the ‘Defence Estate Optimisation Programme’, it is intended that RAF Halton
will undergo a phased vacation and development from 2022, with a final vacation and disposal by 2025. Therefore, we
write in support of FMM026 and ED244 Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP:
Appendix
A – Housing Trajectory. Both FMM026 and Appendix A remain consistent with the housing trajectory in the signed Site
Delivery Statement (‘SDS’) for D-HAL003 RAF Halton between AVDC and DIO dated July 2018.
Overall, we are supportive of the Further Main Modification Documents being consulted on by the Council. We trust that
the above representation provides the necessary clarification on the phased drawdown and site closure disposal position
for RAF Halton. DIO and their Consultant Team are committed to working collaboratively with the Council on the draft
Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document (‘SPD’) for RAF Halton to ensure that the site is delivered in accordance
with the SDS.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
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40144014 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

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

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: APL-218 AWE Main Mod Reps Feb 2021.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t8
APL-218 Proposed Further Main Modifications Guidance Note and Response Form on behalf of AW
Group.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t9

The proposed D-HAL003 allocation is no longer justified, as the previous reason (that it would be closed in 2020-2022)
no longer applies. It is premature to allocate the site in a piecemeal fashion in the VALP and instead it should be
considered in the new Buckinghamshire Local Plan.

Not sound - not justified

See attached documentation

Removal of D-HAL003. Replacement allocation to make up the shortfall arising from the removal of D-HAL003. AW
Group propose that the land at Littleton Manor Farm, Waddesdon, would be an appropriate and justified
approach to making up the shortfall, with the site being available and deliverable immediately.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The issues raised in the submission would benefit from further discussion and interaction by participation

at a Hearing, to best assist the Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

58 / 357



FMM067FMM067
40444044 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Gade Homes (Mr Nick Wyke, Planning Manager) [33114]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Planning officer summary: the respondent support the increase in housing target put forward through this further
modification.

We support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and FMM067. 

Settlements such as Weston Turville continue to be sustainable locations benefitting from a range of services and
facilities. They are therefore suitable locations for new housing development. 

Small and medium sized sites on the edge of sustainable settlements such as that at Bye Green Weston Turville can
make an important contribution to meeting both district and local housing needs and can be built out relatively quickly as
recognized by paragraph 68 of the NPPF. 

The VALP’s reliance on larger strategic growth sites risks a slower delivery of housing due to the need for these sites to
provide new and expensive infrastructure. Should these sites not come forward at the expected delivery rate, smaller
development opportunities within medium villages should be encouraged. For this reason the wording contained in
paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted under modification FMM079 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

-

Yes

Yes
Not specified
None
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40774077 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Village Foundations (Mr Nick Wyke, Planning Manager) [31909]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Planning officer summary: support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and
FMM067.

We support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and FMM067. 

Settlements such as Stewkley continue to be sustainable locations benefitting from a range of services and facilities.
They are therefore suitable locations for new housing development. 

Small and medium sized sites on the edge of sustainable settlements such as that at Wing Road Stewkley can make an
important contribution to meeting both district and local housing needs and can be built out relatively quickly as
recognized by paragraph 68 of the NPPF. 

The VALP’s reliance on larger strategic growth sites risks a slower delivery of housing due to the need for these sites to
provide new and expensive infrastructure. Should these sites not come forward at the expected delivery rate, smaller
development opportunities within medium villages should be encouraged. For this reason the wording contained in
paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted under modification FMM079 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

-

Yes

Yes
Not specified
None
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FMM068FMM068
37013701 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Cuddington Parish Council (Mr Ken Trew) [30426]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The modified version of FMM017 includes an allocation of 15 at Cuddington - which is correct.
FMM068 shows an allocation of 23 at Cuddington

The modified version of FMM017 includes an allocation of 15 at Cuddington - which is correct.
FMM068 shows an allocation of 23 at Cuddington

Omit an allocation of Cuddington (23)
Add an allocation at Cuddington (15)

Yes

Yes
Written Representation
None
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37393739 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Quainton Parish Council (Mr Brian Fludgate, NP Steering Group Member) [33037]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Please refer to our comments on:
FMM017
FMM074
FMM107

Please refer to our comments on:
FMM017
FMM074
FMM107

The figure for Quainton should be amended to 24 to be consistent with Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and
housing development (FMM017).

Yes

No
Written Representation
None
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40264026 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) [33110]
Agent:Agent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) (Harry Ramsey, Planner) [33111]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Pegasus for Revera Limited combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74f

FMM068 seeks to remove the allocation at Marsh Gibbon (9 dwellings), but there are no new allocations proposed in
Medium Villages to replace the loss of this allocation. This is surprising when FMM009 and FMM015 propose to increase
housing growth in Medium Villages.
We have previously submitted two sites to the Call for Sites consultation at the Medium Village of Bierton which remain
deliverable and available, and offer a suitable location for development.
Bierton is a sustainable location for growth, benefitting from existing services and amenities, alongside existing
sustainable transport options. 

Not sound - not justified or effective

See attached documentation

Allocation of two sites for housing at Bierton

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
None given
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FMM072FMM072
37073707 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended). It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to
support the allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF
155 and PPG para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15

I object to this modification on multiple grounds. No matter how many times individuals and organisations raise serious
issues with the allocation of the site, serious issues with the procedural weaknesses of the Council's approach to the
VALP in relation to the site, we still have the kafkaesque situation that it appears the Council can ignore NPPF and
ploughs on regardless. It is ludicrous that we have a VALP allocation that uses the planning application (16/00151/AOP)
as the main basis for it to be retained in the VALP, and we also have the Council using the inclusion of the site in the
VALP as the main basis to approve the planning application! The Council should hang its head in shame over its
treatment of the local community and Parish Councils - and most of this rests with the defunct AVDC. To be specific I
object to this modification :

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)

“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.” (para 36)

“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that
developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore
unsound.” (para 37)

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. 

The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF.

ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended)

NPPF para 155 states: “Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations
and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far
as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area.”

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

PPG para 3-008 (2014 version) states who plan makers should work with: “The following should be involved from the
earliest stages of plan preparation, which includes the evidence base in relation to land availability: … parish and town
councils; ….” 

The Council did not engage with Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlesbury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated Planning Application 16/00151/AOP) on any occasion with regard to the amendment in HELAA v4 which
designated this site as suitable for development. The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the
Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA. 

ED263, para 2 seeks to address this by saying “Public opposition to sites does not automatically lead to revisions to the
HELAA. HELAA sites can be found suitable despite negative responses to consultation.” However, there was no public
opposition to this designation because there was no consultation on this site being designated suitable for development
in the HELAA. The November to December 2017 Consultation was not a consultation on HELAA v4 but on the
Submission VALP. 

The Council concedes this point in ED263, para 15 which says that NPPF 155 cites a general need for early and
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods and that this has been met by the extensive
consultation and engagement process with parish council briefings (ie when MMO006 was still designated as unsuitable
for development) but “At the formal stage of pre-submission consultation such engagement does not take place because
the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation.” Remarkably, ED263, para 15 then passes
responsibility to correct this failure to consult with stakeholders on such a significant amendment to the Inspector by
saying “Whether the plan is [subsequently] modified is then the responsibility of the independent Inspector, not the
council.”

Overall, the local councils were briefed at a time when MMO006 was designated as unsuitable for development. When
they were consulted on the Draft VALP (in summer 2016), the site was still designated as unsuitable. They were then
consulted on the Submission VALP (in November 2017). However, in the meantime there was a fundamental change of
position in the HELAA (from HELAA v3 to v4) re-designating MMO006 as suitable for development. The local councils
were never consulted on that key change.

It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to support the
allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG
para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15 I appeal to the Inspector to correct the Council’s
mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

As a Regulation 19 Objector I am extremely dissatisfied and frustrated at the behaviour of the Council through this
process. At a basic level it has misled and misdirected Objectors and subverted their right to be heard.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.
We have the ridiculous situation of a Council using the VALP as justification to support planning application
16/00151/AOP and then using the planning application as justification for the VALP. This is not evidence of the Council
having followed robust and sound procedures

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
To be blunt the Council is selective in its correspondence to the Inspector and has not made him aware of all the pertinent
and relevant facts.

None
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37093709 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Simon Pryke [32597]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 

“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 

The amended text now reads:

“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,
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Attachments:Attachments: Simon Pryke Full Representation - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6q5

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37173717 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Simon Mallett [32784]

FMM072, and the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not “consistent
with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151). MMO006 has been
conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and FMM072 increases the allocation from “170
houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not
consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 requires that for a Local Plan to be “sound”, it must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”. Site MMO006 was listed in the Technical Annex to the VALP Sustainability Appraisal as the
least sustainable site for development in Maids Moreton and there is accumulating evidence this has not changed.
Whilst Council Note ED264 (the SA prepared by an independent third party organisation, AECOM, in 2020) suggests that
this does not mean MMO006 is unsuitable for development, reading through the report, it is hardly a ringing endorsement
of the merits of MMO006. More importantly, evidence bringing the sustainability of the site into serious question has
emerged that the authors could not have been aware of at the time of its preparation. Some examples are:

1. Biodiversity ED264 justifies its conclusion that “the concerns raised in 2017 are now largely allayed” by citing the
Officer’s Report to Committee of Feb 2019 on planning application 16/00151/AOP, c.f. “with the conclusion reached that
development should lead to a net gain in biodiversity”. However, an independent report submitted by Professor Shreeve
of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd in October 2020 disputes this conclusion and the Council has had to acknowledge
that its own earlier reports were flawed. The Council made only a hasty attempt to correct the situation prior to the
November 2020 Planning Committee meeting, as documented in an email trail obtained via FoI. Thus, ED264 relies on
incorrect and out of date Biodiversity information and the Council’s own information must be treated as incomplete and
unsatisfactory and certainly not evidence in favour of MMO006’s sustainability

2. Environment ED264 says that, “Development at Site MMO006 will not serve to realise any particular opportunities in
terms of minimising per capita CO2 emissions from the built environment”. How can the site be considered sustainable if
this is the case?

3. Economic Benefit ED264 criticises the Council’s conclusion that, “It is considered that there would be economic
benefits in terms of the construction of the development itself, its operation and the resultant increase in population
contributing to the local economy”. The authors of ED264 in effect say that the Council’s justification is nonsensical since
the same could equally apply to any development at any location

4. Heritage ED264 says that, “any decision not to support development at this site, and instead to support one or more of
the other competing site options locally, could result in an overall greater degree of impact to the historic environment”.
This is an illogical conclusion by the authors. Rejecting the site acknowledged as the largest and least sustainable in the
village - a site which also has by far the largest allocation of homes - would result in much less harm

5. Transport ED264 states that, “…the point made in 2017 regarding an inherent draw-back to a higher growth strategy at
Maids Moreton still stands. Maids Moreton is a lower order settlement and hence is not well suited to a higher growth
strategy, from a transport perspective”. However, it goes on to say that, “…concerns are somewhat allayed in light of the
discussion presented within 2019 Officer’s Report, which describes detailed work having been completed to identify and
realise opportunities for the development to deliver transport infrastructure upgrades”. In fact, Buckinghamshire Council’s
Planning Committee were not satisfied by the transport strategy put forward in February 2019 and directed the Council
and its Officers to rethink it. When the planning committee met again in November 2020 to hear updated proposals
agreed between the Council and developer, half its members were even less impressed than previously. Indeed some of
those who had previously voted in favour opted to vote against. Cllr Richard Newcombe said, “When I voted in favour of
this development in 2019, I did so reluctantly and only because there were conditions attached pertaining to the traffic
going through Foscote. I wasn’t very impressed by the scheme at that time and I have to say, as far as I can see, nothing
has got better, everything has got worse…and for the reasons explained by Councillors Monger, Clare and Broadbent I
think this is something to vote against”. This lead to a proposal to reject 16/00151/AOP which was only narrowly
defeated via the Chairman’s casting vote AND after Planning and Legal Officers intervened to advise members that, since
there were no outstanding issues with site MMO006 being included in the VALP, a refusal would threaten the legitimacy
of the local plan. This was plainly untrue since we are still only at the consultation stage of the VALP, with further public
hearings scheduled to take place 

NPPF 151 states that a Local Plan, “…must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of
sustainable development”. Allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development is not justified by both
prior and recently emerging evidence. It is partly based on less than enthusiastic conclusions contained within ED264,
which were reached without knowledge of the response from elected members to the latest traffic mitigation proposals.
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Its inclusion based on evidence from a highly contentious and much disputed planning application that, after 5 years still
has not been agreed, would render the VALP unsound

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182

I would remove MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, from the VALP because the site and
allocation of at least 170 homes is not sustainable and therefore not sound or legally and procedurally compliant as per
NPPF para 182

No

No
Appearance at the examination
When the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector

None
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37203720 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

I object to modification FMM072 because it does not conform with NPPF Para 72 which requires the Council to work
with the local community in identifying suitable locations. The feedback on sites was overwhelmingly against MMO006
and overwhelmingly for MMO004. However we now face a modification looking to add "at least" 170 houses whilst we
see MMO004 having had it's allocation of potential houses reduced! We also see MMO005 a site adjacent to MMO006
having it's allocation cut resulting in 12 luxury i.e. ZERO affordable houses having been given planning permission

I object to modification FMM072 because it does not conform with NPPF Para 72 which requires the Council to work
with the local community in identifying suitable locations. The feedback on sites was overwhelmingly against MMO006
and overwhelmingly for MMO004. However we now face a modification looking to add "at least" 170 houses whilst we
see MMO004 having had it's allocation of potential houses reduced! We also see MMO005 a site adjacent to MMO006
having it's allocation cut resulting in 12 luxury i.e. ZERO affordable houses having been given planning permission

Remove MMO006 and revisit MMO004. Work with the community for once

No

No
Appearance at the examination
I am unhappy with the responses provided by the Council to the Inspector
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37243724 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Mandy Lewcock [32623]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Mandy Lewcock - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rf

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability
Appraisal as the least sustainable site for development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006
which suggests that, even though the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site
MMO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development.
However, this still does not justify allocating the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. In any
event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the least
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). The Council has not provided any robust
explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it is the least sustainable site appraised so
the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications – including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they
have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not consistent
with NPPF para 151. The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the
least sustainable site - that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To
reflect the fact that the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without
any valid justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para
4.147). Previously it read: “Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a
reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” The
amended text now reads:“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated
site was selected on the basis of information derived from a planning application.” It is remarkable that this amendment
can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside the realm of this public consultation. Put
simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable development. All we know is that it is the least
sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed. FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation
from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least
sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for
development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not
been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37283728 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Jane Wood [32164]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Jane Wood full representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qp

Using HELAA v4 as the evidence for this allocation and the associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally
and procedurally compliant because the developer’s Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as
Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates the HELAA amendment in 2017 and therefore cannot have informed the allocation
or amendment.

Adding ‘at least’ to 170 houses exacerbates the consequences of this faulty allocation. Site MMO006 should be replaced
in VALP with site MMO004, which was supported by respondents to the earlier consultation as the only suitable site in
the village, with the lowest grade agricultural land.

Please see attachment to view 10 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

It should be replaced with site MMO004 which is at a more accessible location, fits within the current settlement area, is
at a more appropriate scale, on poorer agricultural quality land, and was well supported as a the only suitable site in the
village.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37413741 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

I object to the main modifications on FMM072. There's no basis for the expected delivery of homes to have resulted in 65
homes by 2025. The planning application associated with this site dates back to late 2015 and here we are in 2021 with
still no planning approval for outline plans, let alone detailed. The projection also takes no account of Covid19 and its
economic impact. Unemployment rose by almost 25% between October 2019 and 2020 in the UK (Source : ONS). There
has been no revision to this plan's projections to account for this and it is therefore unsound

I object to the main modifications on FMM072. There's no basis for the expected delivery of homes to have resulted in 65
homes by 2025. The planning application associated with this site dates back to late 2015 and here we are in 2021 with
still no planning approval for outline plans, let alone detailed. The projection also takes no account of Covid19 and its
economic impact. Unemployment rose by almost 25% between October 2019 and 2020 in the UK (Source : ONS). There
has been no revision to this plan's projections to account for this and it is therefore unsound

All projections should be revisited to reflect the new economic trends and realities post-Brexit and post-Covid19

No

No
Appearance at the examination
It's better not to be paraphrased or misrepresented by others, especially as generally there is no ability to

respond to the Council's assertions
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

73 / 357



37423742 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The site does not offer genuine choice for transport and is therefore contrary to NPPF paragraph 103

I object to the changes to the main modifications. To add "at least" exacerbates an already unsustainable site. NPPF Para
103 states : Significant development should be focused on locations which are or
can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine
choice of transport modes. There is one option for people who would live on this site and that is to travel by car. To fund
a bus route for a year is not a sustainable solution and does not offer a "genuine" choice. There is a continued blindness
on the part of the Council to acknowledge the topography of the site and journey into Buckingham. To spell it out Maids
Moreton sits on a plateau that is significantly higher than the river valley that the commercial centre of Buckingham sits
in (by around 40 metres elevation). It is utter fantasy that people who would live in MMO006 would do anything but jump
in their cars to go anywhere. All journeys would start on rural roads totally unsuitable for an additional 400 or so vehicles.

Revisit Maids Moreton, scrap this modification and start to have non-developer led analysis of feasible sites in the
village. Nobody is saying don't build, what they are saying is listen to us.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
It's important to have a balanced debate
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37433743 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The modifications in relation to Maids Moreton are not justified because they do not take into account reasonable
alternatives. There are significant impacts on Maids Moreton on the highways alone that would not be necessary if other
sites had been given the same level of scrutiny and support by the Council. Planning Application 16/00151/AOP evidence
is ONLY being used to support MMO006 whereas it should be being used to inform the relative strengths of other sites in
Maids Moreton. MMO004 and 5 could take more houses and MMO006 could be removed.

I object to the main modifications and the addition of "at least" together with the amended projection for house building. I
believe the modification and indeed the whole site allocation is not consistent with NPPF and it is not justified because
the plan has not taken into account reasonable alternatives. All of the reasons to deem alternate sites in Maids Moreton,
specifically MMO004 and MMO005, as part suitable and to reduce their housing allocation apply to MMO006 equally i.e.
extending the village boundaries, access etc. Yet somehow MMO006 is being treated differently - this is not a sound
approach. The village clearly favoured other sites but these appear to have been illogically limited in scope by the Council
even though they could take larger allocations and even though MMO006 is the least sustainable of all Maids Moreton
sites. The Planning Authority appears to abandon its principles when they become inconvenient and yet even now it is
still incapable of providing objective reasoning or evidence in relation to how it has assessed the sites in Maids Moreton.
There's not a shred of documentary evidence as to why MMO006 was changed from "Unsuitable" to "Suitable"

MMO006 should be removed in its entirety and MMO004 and MMO005 should be looked at using all the evidence from
16/00151/AOP to highlight these two sites superiority to MMO006 and that they could take a larger allocation than
currently planned which would have the backing of the local community

No

No
Appearance at the examination
As a Regulation 19 objector this would be important to be heard this time
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37453745 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Maids Moreton Parish Council (Clerk to the Council) [30429]

The allocation of MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, is contrary to NPPF Policies and the
insertion of the words “at least” further undermines the sustainability of this site.

Development on this site conflicts with existing policy GP35 (AVDLP) and proposed VALP policies BE2. 
The SA Addendum Report concludes “at least” “is of note because the site is subject to a degree of heritage constraint”,
“landscape constraint” and “transport constraint. 

HELAA v.4 evidence base is unsound and not consistent with NPPF policy (paragraph 158).

Referring to site MMO006 is Not Sound and Not Justified. The allocation of this site and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, is contrary to NPPF Policies and the insertion of the words “at least” further undermines the
sustainability of this site.

Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. For a settlement of a lower order with
acknowledged, major transport restraints, the proposed growth of 170 dwellings on this site, now compounded by an
additional 12 dwellings on MMO005 (FMM107) is not sustainable.
The adverse impacts of doing so will “significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
NPPF as a whole, paragraphs 32, 34, 38, 129, 151 and 182.

The Sustainable Assessment Report (SA) identified site MMO006 as the least sustainable in Maids Moreton. The NPPF
(paragraph 32) advises that where adverse impacts are unavoidable, alternative options should be chosen.

Furthermore, allocating development on this site conflicts with existing policy GP35 (AVDLP) and proposed VALP
policies BE2, which states: “that all new development proposals shall respect and complement the following criteria: 
a) The physical characteristics of the site and its surroundings including the scale and context of the site and its
setting…..
c. The natural qualities and features of the area, and 
d. The effect on important public views and skylines”

NPPF Paragraph 110 states:
In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be to
minimise pollution and other adverse effects on the local and natural
environment. Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or
amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework.

This site overlooks an SSSI (Foxcote reservoir and valley) and, in a recent response in respect of the re-determination of
application 16/00151/AOP, Natural England have stated “the application would damage or destroy the interest features
for which Foxcote Reservoir and Wood has been notified….The construction of a development so close to the SSSI
boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts”

We note from paragraphs 9.7.3, 9.9.2 and 9.12.4 of the SA Addendum Report that “at least” “is of note because the site is
subject to a degree of heritage constraint”, “landscape constraint” and “transport constraint. In view of the recent major
flooding incidents within the Great Ouse Valley, there is an additional constraint related to damaging impact on the
Foxcote Reservoir and the Foxcote Valley. As stated in Paragraph 9.3.2, significant detail needs to be incorporated into
Policy I4; namely the requirement to “ 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.” This is an
important proposal as it can be the case that small streams and ditches shown by the nationally available flood risk
dataset to be associated with surface water flood risk can be found to be associated with fluvial flood risk upon further
investigation”. 

It is a major concern that site MMO006 has not been subject to any 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”, nor “specific ground investigations to gain a more local understanding of groundwater flood risk and
inform the design of sustainable drainage components”. 

HELAA Designations
Contrary to NPPF, paragraph 155, the Council failed to engage in “early and meaningful engagement and collaboration”
with Maids Moreton Parish council or Buckingham Town Council on the re-designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v.4. At
the time of the VALP consultation in 2016, in accordance with HELAA v3, (and previous versions) there was no allocation
site MMO006. 

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

In consideration of the major changes within HELAA v.4, reversing the evidence that had been subject to consultation, the
Council made no attempt to seek local views, or produce any objective evidence as to why a site deemed “ Unsuitable:
Development would not relate to existing pattern of development of the village and there is no suitable access to the
land. Would extend village significantly north east into open countryside” in the assessment of May 2016 should –
without any further consultation - by January 2017 be considered “Suitable”. HELAA v.4 is inaccurate in that it did not
take into account that this site is Grade 3a agricultural land.

It has been stated (Officer’s Report, November 2020, 16/00151/AOP) that the development of Manor Park “already
extends out from the village centre as a precedent for further extension into open countryside”. This statement is
factually incorrect. The development known as Manor Park, first occupied in 1965, was a re-development of a brownfield
site, which had been previously occupied by The Lodge (demolished c.1964). It respected the existing village boundary
which had existed for more than 250 years. It is interesting to note that Maids Moreton at that time had considerably
better facilities than it now enjoys (6 shops, resident district nurse practice and regular bus services).

NPPF, paragraph 182 states a plan must be positively prepared “based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development”. A site that is based on the subjectively produced evidence of planning application
16/00151/AOP is not sound or positively prepared.

New and important evidence for MMO006 further undermines its sustainability, which, together with the additional
requirements to address the inadequacy of waste water and surface water discharges, betoken removal of this allocation
from the VALP.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers unresolved objections to the Council, the Council replies with

incomplete, confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a
reliable judgement on whether or not the allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and
procedurally compliant.

None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37573757 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Brian Wiltshire [33047]

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

1 FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other
medium villages as follows: -
Cuddington – 23 dwellings 
Ickford – 30 dwellings
Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
Quainton – 37 dwellings

This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate
development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the
3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that required for a
medium village. 
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such a large
development. 
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.” 

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Brian Wiltshire - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73s

ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37593759 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: David Wilson Homes [33042]
Agent:Agent: Savills (Mr David Bainbridge, Director, Planning) [33039]

David Wilson Homes supports Policy D-MMO006. Buckinghamshire Council has resolved to grant planning permission
for up to 170 dwellings etc.
The site is a suitable and a sustainable location for residential development and it is soundly based in evidence.
The planning application has been under consideration since 2016 and the proposed allocation has been in the emerging
Local Plan, consulted on in 2017. Therefore, this site has been under consideration for residential development for over 8
years in total and it is noteworthy that after all of this, Buckinghamshire Council have resolved to grant planning
permission for this sustainable development.

Officer note: officer changed from support to object as a change to the wording of the plan is suggested in the text
below.

David Wilson Homes continues to support the proposed allocation Policy D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west
of Foscote Road, Maids Moreton.

This site is a suitable and a sustainable location for residential development and it is soundly based in evidence.

David Wilson Homes has decades of experience in building family homes and is known for its beautifully designed
houses that are built to the highest quality. David Wilson Homes is one of the nation’s leading housebuilder, creating
great new places to live throughout Britain, including in Buckinghamshire.

David Wilson Homes, working with the landowners and relevant stakeholders, is the developer who intends to bring
forward the land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road, Maids Moreton. Within the VALP the site has reference:
D-MMO006.

The land in this location is the subject of an outline planning application with all matters reserved except access for up to
170 dwellings, public open space and associated infrastructure. Buckinghamshire Council’s reference for this planning
application is: 16/00151/AOP.

This outline planning application has a resolution to grant planning permission from Buckinghamshire Council. The
Council and David Wilson Homes are progressing the S.106 with the aim being to secure planning permission.

The resolution was granted at the Strategic Sites Committee, held on 19 November 2020. The minutes of this meeting in
respect of this planning application, state:

“Resolved: that permission be deferred and delegated for approval subject to the satisfactory completion of a legal
agreement to secure on site affordable housing provision, on site provision of public open space, monitor and manage
impact of development traffic and provide appropriate mitigation for A422/College Farm Road and Foscote Road and
Foscote Lane, highways delivery plan, financial contributions towards off site highway improvements, towards the
Buckingham Transport Strategy, improved public transport, traffic regulation order, towards open space and recreation,
education and to secure an acceptable SuDS scheme and its maintenance, subject to securing a District Licence to
address protected species and subject to conditions as considered appropriate by officers, or if these are not achieved
for the application to be refused.”

This application was previously heard at the Strategic Development Control Committee of the former Aylesbury Vale
District Council on 20th February 2019 when it was resolved that permission be deferred and delegated for approval
subject to the completion of a legal agreement. The planning application has been under consideration for more than 3
years and it has received a positive resolution from the former Aylesbury Vale District Council and now from the new
Buckinghamshire Council.

It is worth noting that the Officers’ report to committee is positive about the proposed development being sustainable
development. Paragraph 1.3 of the report to the Strategic Sites Committee of 19 November 2020, states:

“It is acknowledged that there would be significant benefits in terms of both the contribution to housing supply and
affordable housing, as a result of population growth and also considerable benefits from investment in construction and
the local economy.”

At paragraph 1.12 of the committee report, the Officers state that this site is included in the trajectory for deliverable
housing sites and therefore in the calculation of the 5 years housing supply against local housing need.
This is reinforced at paragraph 5.12, which states:
“This site is included in the trajectory for deliverable housing sites and calculation for the 5 years worth of deliverable
housing supply against its local housing need. The proposal would therefore contribute to housing land supply and would
ensure an on going supply and there is no reason that the site could not be delivered within the next five-year period

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Response on Behalf of David Wilson Homes - FMM072 - Policy D-MMO006.pdf -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qw

which would be a significant benefit.”
David Wilson Homes considers this site is a sustainable, viable and available site that fully accords with the sustainable
development principles embedded in national planning policy guidance. 
The development, under the planning application, proposes a mix of dwelling sizes, two to five bedroom dwellings, and
the provision of 30% affordable housing (include a proportion of wheelchair accessible housing) which would be evenly
dispersed across the site.
David Wilson Homes intends to deliver a high quality and sustainable development taking matters forward from policy in
the VALP through to conversion of the resolution to a planning permission. We look forward to attending all relevant
examination hearings in respect of this site and our representations to the main modifications and further main
modifications.
In respect of the proposed changes under FMM072, David Wilson Homes supports the proposed change to ‘65 homes to
be delivered 2020-2025 and 105 homes to be delivered 2025-2033’. 
However, in line with the proposed change to provision of at least 170 dwellings, we consider this proposed change
should include the words ‘at least’.

This would read:
‘at least 65 homes to be delivered 2020-2025 and at least 105 homes to be delivered 2025-2033.’
We support the proposed inclusion of the ‘Provision of at least 170 dwellings’.

In line with the proposed change to provision of at least 170 dwellings, we consider this proposed
change should include the words ‘at least’.
This would read:
‘at least 65 homes to be delivered 2020-2025 and at least 105 homes to be delivered 2025-2033.’

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
To ensure full participation in the hearings in respect of the Main Modifications and the Further Main

Modifications where relevant to this representation and in particular to site reference: Policy D-MMO006 Land east of
Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road, Maids Moreton.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Andy Stroud [33051]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Andy Stroud - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7td

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive
allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative
sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel
will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent
with National Policy (NPPF 34).

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent
with National Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: "What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the
roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of
development. Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy. '
(para 35)
"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." (para 36)
"This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NP P F which advises that plans should
ensure that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be
minimised. It is therefore unsound." (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words 'at least' 170 houses, and FMM 107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main
road as all three access points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town
Centre - as illustrated by the three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s 106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF:
MMO006 will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service
to a dominant settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size
in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about 'conflict with interim findings'. However, this objection
focuses not on conflict with the Inspector's interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore,
contextualising the Inspector's Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with
NPPF 34; and consistency with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation ofMMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Lyn Robinson [31133]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 breaches NPPF 151 and NPPF 182 because it does not support sustainable housing
development. The criteria used are not sound, and indeed it has been already been identified by the
Council's Planning Department as 1the LEAST sustainable site for development' in north Bucks. The
change in wording from 170 houses to at least 170 houses is totally inappropriate for the application,
given the unsuitability of the proposal: the excessive number of houses coupled with inadequate
infrastructure regarding social, transport, educational and environmental needs. Maids Moreton is
not a medium but a SMALL village ie. it has no shop or medical facilities, a minimal bus service, and a
pub in danger. Supermarkets are the other side of Buckingham 2.5 miles away. FMM072 conflicts
with NPPF 158 regarding the size and character of our village.

Since 2012 the National Planning Policy Framework has guided Local Planning. Yet FMM072 breaches NPPF 151
and NPPF 182 because it does not support sustainable housing development. The criteria used are not sound, and
indeed it has been already been identified by the Council's Planning Department as 'the LEAST sustainable site or
development' in north Bucks.
The change in wording from 170 houses to at least 170 houses is totally inappropriate for the application, given
the unsuitability of the proposal: the excessive number of houses coupled with inadequate infrastructure
regarding social, transport, educational and environmental needs. 
Maids Moreton is not a medium but a SMALL village ie. it has no shop or medical facilities, a minimal bus service,
and a pub in danger. Supermarkets are the other side of Buckingham 2.5 miles away. FMM072 conflicts with NPPF 158
regarding the size and character of our village.
the entire planning application is FLAWED in content and procedure, and Maids Moreton begs for a more
reasonable outcome.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Ian Forrester [33052]

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

FIRST REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared
(not “consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site
- that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that
the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid
justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147).
Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so
the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on
the basis of information derived from a planning application.”
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development.
All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving
sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.
SECOND REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
(“not the most appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement
Hierarchy as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to
Maids Moreton bringing the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the
allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
� Cuddington – 23 dwellings
� Ickford – 30 dwellings
� Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
� Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
� Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably
appropriate development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids
Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short
of that required for a medium village.
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s
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capacity based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”.
However, the Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the
‘capacity’ for such a large development.
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not
match the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led
approach at all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP,
para 3.19 which states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements
and seeks to deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.”
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph
41. There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of
support insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been
followed in respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient
allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not
justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation
for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations –
so the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
THIRD REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with
National Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the
roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development.
Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure
that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is
therefore unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated
by the three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service
to a dominant settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size
in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising
the Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and
consistency with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).
FOURTH REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile
Agricultural Land)
NPPF para 112 says: “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural
land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality
in preference to that of higher quality.”
In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of
NPPF para 112, ED263, para 7 states “there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that
would easily avoid Grade 3a land.” This is not true. The Council’s own Technical Annex to the
Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates that there is a more suitable site of poorer agricultural
quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate development.
ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer
to HELAA v4. If this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should
be prioritised for development over higher grades, and that the Council’s approach to site allocations in
order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) –
does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best and most versatile agricultural land).
The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound
because they are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Ian Forrester combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73v

not sought to use agricultural land of poorer quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is
the best and most versatile agricultural land.
FIFTH REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY
COMPLIANT because HELAA Methodology para 2.15 was not correctly adhered to because site
MMO006 is Grade 3a Agricultural Land
HELAA Methodology para 2.15 states that Grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land quality will be carefully
considered when designating sites as suitable for development.
HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because
the developer’s Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as
Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4
to inform land allocations in the VALP means that the evidence base for this allocation and the
associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally compliant.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Ian Forrester [33052]

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no
explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site
MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.

FIRST REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared
(not “consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site
- that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that
the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid
justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147).
Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so
the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on
the basis of information derived from a planning application.”
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development.
All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving
sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.
SECOND REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
(“not the most appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement
Hierarchy as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to
Maids Moreton bringing the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the
allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
� Cuddington – 23 dwellings
� Ickford – 30 dwellings
� Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
� Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
� Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably
appropriate development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids
Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short
of that required for a medium village.
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ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s
capacity based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”.
However, the Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the
‘capacity’ for such a large development.
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not
match the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led
approach at all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP,
para 3.19 which states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements
and seeks to deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.”
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph
41. There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of
support insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been
followed in respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient
allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not
justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation
for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations –
so the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
THIRD REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with
National Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the
roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development.
Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure
that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is
therefore unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated
by the three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service
to a dominant settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size
in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising
the Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and
consistency with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).
FOURTH REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile
Agricultural Land)
NPPF para 112 says: “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural
land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality
in preference to that of higher quality.”
In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of
NPPF para 112, ED263, para 7 states “there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that
would easily avoid Grade 3a land.” This is not true. The Council’s own Technical Annex to the
Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates that there is a more suitable site of poorer agricultural
quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate development.
ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer
to HELAA v4. If this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should
be prioritised for development over higher grades, and that the Council’s approach to site allocations in
order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) –
does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best and most versatile agricultural land).
The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound
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because they are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has
not sought to use agricultural land of poorer quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is
the best and most versatile agricultural land.
FIFTH REPRESENTATION
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY
COMPLIANT because HELAA Methodology para 2.15 was not correctly adhered to because site
MMO006 is Grade 3a Agricultural Land
HELAA Methodology para 2.15 states that Grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land quality will be carefully
considered when designating sites as suitable for development.
HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because
the developer’s Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as
Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4
to inform land allocations in the VALP means that the evidence base for this allocation and the
associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally compliant.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable development allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to
NPPF 151.
The additional development referred to in FMM107 alone would be a sufficient allocation for Maids Moreton.
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case.
FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains an unjustifiable excessive allocation for the size of village and
contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations. So the allocation and associated modifications are not
sound under NPPF 182.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. So the conclusions from ED264 only support
the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton.
In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning application 16/00151/AOP (which is not
considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none.
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.”
It is unfair that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’, without public consultation even
though it has not been shown that this site could be a sustainable development. Indeed, based on current information it
is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings.
The MMO006 development of 170+ houses, which in their plan states should be primarily houses for 4-6 persons, would
accommodate approximately 680-850 persons or more. This single development would double the current population
and it seems unlikely that the village will be able to retain much of its identity in such circumstances.
VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
Cuddington – 23 dwellings
Ickford – 30 dwellings
Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
Quainton – 37 dwellings
This comparison of other ‘medium village’ allocations illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’
is disproportionate, excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate development strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium villages
listed and only four ‘key criteria’.
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
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Council has not given any explanation as to how a small settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such
a large development.
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.”
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for the size of
village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the
allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation
to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’.
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information:
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’. On receiving this planning application, the Council changed
the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the
application site to become an allocated site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has
been produced by the Council to support this change. As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was
determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s
Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170
dwellings. The application was approved subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020. Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations
received in relation to the VALP allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents
accepted by the Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning
application was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020. This second determination was heard
by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a second determination, despite being heard
by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the application site, and despite the Officer’s
Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate.
In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most
versatile agricultural land and heritage. As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer
warning Members against refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair
casting his deciding vote in accordance with the Officer’s Report. At the second determination planning permission was
granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application as purported in much of the VALP supporting
evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light
of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.
In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant:
- Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
- The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations.”
(193:03)
- The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: “I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really astonished frankly
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Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.”
(213:47)
- Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised
in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
- Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
- Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
- Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council.
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP.
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

See attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation to
site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’. 
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information: 
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in the
VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to support this
change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and
Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as
evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The application was approved subject to
the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation
during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the Inspector in relation to
site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application was called back to committee for
redetermination in November 2020. 
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a
second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the
application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing
permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and
transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer’s Report. 
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application
as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient
grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had
raised no issues of soundness. 

In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant: 
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations.”
(193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: “I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
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and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.”
(213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised
in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector. 
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council. 
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006. 
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP. 
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Officer summary:
FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the
overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a
‘small’ village.Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct
the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a
misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is
made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is
based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary.
The VALP has serious flaws in designating the Maids Moreton site as suitable development land.
A) The Maids Moreton site is the least suitable site for development
B) The HELAA v4 evidence base is Inaccurate and misleading.
C) There was no local engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was amended.
D) The HELAA methodology was not adhered to in designating site MMO006
E) The development of MMO006 is not sustainable , proportional, or desirable by the local
communlties of Buckingham, Maids Moreton , Foscote or Akeley.

See attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
"consistent with achieving sustainable development"), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)

NPPF 182 says that in order to be "sound", the Local Plan must be "positively prepared .... consistent with achieving
sustainable development", and NPPF 151 says "Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development."

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council 'Note' on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site
notwithstanding that it is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all
associated modifications - including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:

"Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations."

The amended text now reads:

"Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application."

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a 'Further Additional Modification' which apparently lies outside the
realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable development. All
we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified(not "based on
proportionate evidence" - HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158)

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. The designation of this site as suitable for development in HELAA v4 is not
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evidence based and therefore calls into question the general soundness of the approach to identifying the allocation (see
ED186(A-S): HELAA v4, Lack of Evidence). 

NPPF para 158 says: "Each local 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."

ED263, para 3 claims that the change to the HELAA in 2016 was, in fact, based on evidence submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP - in particular, on matters relating to landscape, and traffic & transport. However,
ED263, para 3 does not give the Inspector the following information: -
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2019), para 10.60 states: "It has been acknowledged that there would be a major scale
of adverse change to the currently agricultural fields that form the application site and to the open views across the site
currently experienced from homes on the edge of the settlement."
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2019), para 10.62 states: "the proposed development would extend the built form
further into the countryside."
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2019), para 10.63 states: "the LVIA concludes that. .. . the users of the homes to the
south of the site and the footpath which crosses the site would experience long term significant negative visual effects."
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2020), para 5. 78 states: "It is accepted that there will be significant adverse visual
impacts from the development."
· 16/00151/AOP Consultee Comments from Natural England (2.11.20) states: "We consider that without appropriate
mitigation the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of
Special Scientific Interest has been notified .. ... The construction of a development so close to the SSSI boundary could
cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site."

Neither does ED263 para 3 inform the Inspector that, with regards to access to the site, the routes available to take traffic
from the development to the A422 for Milton Keynes/Aylesbury and beyond ALL require mitigation packages in the s106
Agreement because they are ALL unsuitable for the proposed volume of traffic:
i. through Maids Moreton and down Mill Lane to the A422: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to
discourage use of this route because it is a rural lane unlikely to cope with the volume of traffic;
ii. via Foscote Road and Foscote Lane: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to discourage use of this
route because it involves unsuitable rural roads through neighbouring villages;
iiL through Buckingham town centre in breach of VALP T3, as this development was not considered as part of the
Buckingham Transport Strategy which underpins VALP T3. In recognition of this, the s106 Agreement will also include a
financial contribution to mitigate against traffic in Buckingham Town Centre. 

Most importantly, ED263 does not inform the Inspector that the application was recently taken back to Committee for
redetermination (Nov 2020). In respect of the planning merits of this application - particularly. in relation to access and
landscape issues - the majority of Committee Members did not support the application, and a motion was put forward
for refusal. The Officer's intervention and persuasion that VALP Policy D-MMO006 was considered by the Inspector to be
'sound', with no outstanding issues of 'soundness', brought the vote to a tie with the Chair casting a deciding vote in
favour of the Officer's recommendation. The application was NOT decided on the basis of the planning merits of the
proposed development.

To persuade the Inspector now that he can rely on evidence submitted in relation to Planning Application 16/00151/AOP
to support the amendment to the HELAA- particularly on grounds on access and landscape - is wholly inappropriate and
misleading.

Given the questionable planning merits of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP, it cannot be relied on as supporting
evidence for the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the allocation of this site
in the VALP, and the modification in FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are not consistent with
NPPF 158 so the allocation of the site for development is not sound under NPPF 182. 

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended)

NPPF para 155 states: "Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations
and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far
as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area."

PPG para 3-008 (2014 version) states who plan makers should work with: "The following should be involved from the
earliest stages of plan preparation, which includes the evidence base in relation to land availability: ... parish and town
councils; .... "

The Council did not engage with Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlesbury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated Planning Application 16/00151/AOP) on any occasion with regard to the amendment in HELAA v4 which
designated this site as suitable for development. The only consultation ' ' thereafter was the public consultation on the
Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA
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ED263, para 2 seeks to address this by saying "Public opposition to sites does not automatically lead to revisions to the
HELAA. HELAA sites can be found suitable despite negative responses to consultation." However, there was no public
opposition to this designation because there was no consultation on this site being designated suitable for development
in the HELAA. The November to December 2017 Consultation was not a consultation on HELAA v4 but on the
Submission VALP.

The Council concedes this point in ED263, para 15 which says that NPPF 155 cites a general need for early and
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods and that this has been met by the extensive
consultation and engagement process with parish council briefings (ie when MMO006 was still designated as unsuitable
for development) but "At the formal stage of pre-submission consultation such engagement does not take place because
the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation." Remarkably, ED263, para 15 then passes
responsibility to correct this failure to consult with stakeholders on such a significant amendment to the Inspector by
saying "Whether the plan is [subsequently]modified is then the responsibility of the independent Inspector, not the
council."

Overall, the local councils were briefed at a time when MMO006 was designated as unsuitable for
development. When they were consulted on the Draft VALP (in summer 2016), the site was still designated as unsuitable.
They were then consulted on the Submission VALP (in November 2017). However, in the meantime there was a
fundamental change of position in the HELAA (from HELAA v3 to v4) re-designating MMO006 as suitable for
development. The local councils were never consulted on that key change.

It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to support the
allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG
para 3-008, and in line with the Council's approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the Inspector to correct the Council's
mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG para 3-008, and in line with the Council's approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the
Inspector to correct the Council's mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)

NPPF para 112 says: "Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary,
local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality in preference to that of higher quality."

In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of NPPF para 1 1 2,
ED263, para 7 states "there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that would easily avoid Grade 3a land."
This is not true. The Council's own Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates that there is a
more suitable site of poorer agricultural quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate development

ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer to HELAA v4. If
this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should be prioritised for development
over higher grades, and that the Council's approach to site allocations in order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been
informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) - does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best
and most versatile agricultural land).

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agrjcultural land.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary In relation to
site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not "objectively assessed"), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)

NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, "based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development. ...a nd consistent with achieving sustainable development."

NPPF 1 82 says that, \n order to be sound, a plan must be justified, "the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence."

The commentary on planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not 'objectively assessed' during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission 'based on proportionate evidence'.

In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the 'soundness' of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
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unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information:

An outline planning application (16/00151 /AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as 'unsuitable for development'. On receiving this planning application, the Council changed
the designation in the HELAA from 'unsuitable for development' to 'suitable for development', which then allowed the
application site to become an allocated site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has
been produced by the Council to support this change. As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was
determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and Development Committee (2oth February 2019), and the Officer's
Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a 'sustainable location' for 170
dwellings. The application was approved subject to the completion of a s1 06 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020. Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations
received in relation to the VALP allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 201 9) and additional Examination Documents
accepted by the Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning
application was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020. This second determination was heard
by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November
2020) and - despite being a second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two
Members are local to the application site, and despite the Officer's Report (2020) recommending approval - there was
clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for
refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage. As
the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer's Report. At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of
the 'planning merits' of the
application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had
insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the
Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.

In support of this 'full commentary' the following information from the second determination is relevant:
· Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
· The Planning Officer's incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
· The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: "I think we've got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations."
(193:03)
· The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members' express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: "I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis." (205: 14)

As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: "I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
..... there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by."
(213:47)
· Natural England put forward an objection that "the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified ... ..T he construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site." This was not raised
in the Officer's Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
· Anglian Water put forward an objection that "Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream." This was not raised in the Officer's Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
· Anglian Water also put forward an objection that "The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site." This
was not raised in the Officer's Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
· Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council.

Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not 'objectively assessed' and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.

Equally, the decision to approve planning application 1 6/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Kevin Robinson - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73n

instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP.

Evidence submitted for planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support pf
planning application 1 6/00 1 5 1 /AOP, in the allocation of site MM0006 and all associated modifications - including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072 , must be deleted
from the V ALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 1 82 .

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Foscote Parish Meeting (Lady Rima Scott, Correspondent) [31964]

The allocation of site MMO006 and associated FMM072 are:
• not positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development;
• not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives,
• not 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 under NPPF para 182.
The allocation of site MMO006 and associated FMM072 fall foul of HELAA v4 (Appendix 2) and HELAA
Methodology paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, so they are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT in
accordance with NPPF para 182.

see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FOSCOTE PARISH MEETING
REPRESENTATION TO FURTHER PUBLIC CONSULTATION (Dec 2020)
FMM072, ED244 (Appendix A) and Site MMO006
The allocation of site MMO006 and associated FMM072, which inserts the words “at least” before “170 dwellings”
under site provision (a), still bypass the key theme of ‘sustainable development’ under NPPF 150 in favour of a
contested and incomplete planning application. The commentary on this planning application in ED244, Appendix A
in respect of site MMO006 is incomplete and misleading so cannot be relied on to justify this unsustainable and
flawed allocation.
The inclusion of site MMO006 in the VALP, and all associated modifications including FMM072, remains based on
flawed and incomplete evidence, and is still unsound and legally and procedurally not compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.
A. FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006: NOT SOUND
1. Not Positively Prepared, and not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF 151)
NPPF 151 says: “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 - a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 - suggests that, even though the Technical
Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids
Moreton, it does not mean that site MMO006 is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.
Furthermore, the conclusions from ED264 support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the least
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).
The Council has not provided any explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it is
the least sustainable site appraised. Therefore, the allocation of this site for development and all associated
modifications – including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site
- that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that
the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid
justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147).
Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.”
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies
outside the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
1
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006
and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving
sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 151). On this basis, they are not sound
under NPPF 182.
2. Not Justified (not the most appropriate strategy)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

101 / 357



as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the
allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably
appropriate development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids
Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that
required for a medium village.
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s
capacity based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”.
However, the Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the
‘capacity’ for such a large development.
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not
match the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led
approach at all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP,
para 3.19 which states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different
settlements and seeks to deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and
functions.”
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph
41. There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of
support insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been
followed in respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient
allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not
justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive
allocation for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to
allocations - so the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
3. Not justified (based on incorrect evidence)
Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a
‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840.
The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20
units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus
service and train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).
Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically
only have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.
In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and
remains a contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003,
villages are categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future.
To assess the size of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment
process. Equally, it is simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary
school.
Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school).
This is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village.
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a
misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this
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change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because
the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.
4. Not justified (not based on proportionate evidence) and not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 158)
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. The designation of this site as suitable for development in HELAA
v4 is not evidence based and therefore calls into question the general soundness of the approach to identifying the
allocation (see ED186(A-S): HELAA v4, Lack of Evidence).
NPPF para 158 says: “Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-todate
and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.”
ED263, para 3 claims that the change to the HELAA in 2016 was, in fact, based on evidence submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP - in particular, on matters relating to landscape, and traffic & transport.
However, ED263, para 3 does not give the Inspector the following information: -
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.60 states: “It has been acknowledged that there would be a
major scale of adverse change to the currently agricultural fields that form the application site and to the
open views across the site currently experienced from homes on the edge of the settlement.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.62 states: “the proposed development would extend the built
form further into the countryside.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.63 states: “the LVIA concludes that….the users of the homes
to the south of the site and the footpath which crosses the site would experience long term significant
negative visual effects.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.78 states: “It is accepted that there will be significant adverse visual
impacts from the development.”

• 16/00151/AOP Consultee Comments from Natural England (2.11.20) states: “We consider that without
appropriate mitigation the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which Foxcote
Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.”
Neither does ED263 para 3 inform the Inspector that, with regards to access to the site, the routes available to take
traffic from the development to the A422 for Milton Keynes/Aylesbury and beyond ALL require mitigation packages in the
s106 Agreement because they are ALL unsuitable for the proposed volume of traffic:
i. through Maids Moreton and down Mill Lane to the A422: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation
package to discourage use of this route because it is a rural lane unlikely to cope with the volume of traffic;
ii. via Foscote Road and Foscote Lane: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to discourage use
of this route because it involves unsuitable rural roads through neighbouring villages;
iii. through Buckingham town centre in breach of VALP T3, as this development was not considered as part of
the Buckingham Transport Strategy which underpins VALP T3. In recognition of this, the s106 Agreement will
also include a financial contribution to mitigate against traffic in Buckingham Town Centre.
Most importantly, ED263 does not inform the Inspector that the application was recently taken back to Committee
for redetermination (Nov 2020). In respect of the planning merits of this application - particularly in relation to
access and landscape issues - the majority of Committee Members did not support the application, and a motion was
put forward for refusal. The Officer’s intervention and persuasion that VALP Policy D-MMO006 was considered by
the Inspector to be ‘sound’, with no outstanding issues of ‘soundness’, brought the vote to a tie with the Chair casting
a deciding vote in favour of the Officer’s recommendation. The application was NOT decided on the basis of the
planning merits of the proposed development.
To persuade the Inspector now that he can rely on evidence submitted in relation to Planning Application 16/00151/
AOP to support the amendment to the HELAA – particularly on grounds on access and landscape - is wholly
inappropriate and misleading.
Planning Application 16/00151/AOP cannot be relied on as supporting evidence for the designation of MMO006 as
suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the allocation of this site in the VALP, and the modification in
FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are not consistent with NPPF 158 so the allocation of the
site for development is not sound under NPPF 182.
5. Not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 34)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the
roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development.
Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure
that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is
therefore unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with
no direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates
an additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in
traffic from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three
access points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by
the three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
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settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size
in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.

ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising
the Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and
consistency with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).
6. Not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112)
NPPF para 112 says: “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be
necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality in preference to that of higher
quality.”
In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of NPPF para
112, ED263, para 7 states “there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that would easily avoid Grade 3a
land.” This is not true. The Council’s own Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates
that there is a more suitable site of poorer agricultural quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate
development.
ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer to HELAA v4. If
this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should be prioritised for development
over higher grades, and that the Council’s approach to site allocations in order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been
informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) – does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best
and most versatile agricultural land).
The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.
B. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning
commentary in relation to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not
“objectively assessed”), and Not Justified (based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to
meet objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’.
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed,
proportionate evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further
undermines this unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application.
In view of this, the planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following
information:

An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated
infrastructure on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January
2016. At that time, HELAA v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated
site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the
Council to support this change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic
Management and Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented
the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The
application was approved subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP
allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the
Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application
was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020.
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite
being a second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members
are local to the application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was
clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put
forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural
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land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against
refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his
deciding vote in accordance with the Officer’s Report.
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the
application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members
that they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the
VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.
In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant:
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to
persuade against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the
Council, which is being carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine
the allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be
very very careful refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP
process but also through the application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in
terms of the strategy and the allocations.” (193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal
particularly with regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing
all the evidence: “I would just stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely
clear that they think that this is satisfactory and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for
refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
• As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really
astonished frankly Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made
and seconded the vote is carried ….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare
[the proposer] said which I was surprised by.” (213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest
features for which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The
construction of a development so close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and
other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the
debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of
flooding downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate
and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows
the development site.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate
and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is
entirely inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham
Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council,
Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury Parish Council.
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not
positively prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence
but, instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the
Committee debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning
application; whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP.
Therefore, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in
the VALP.
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to
approve planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in
support of planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.
C. FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006: NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT
1. Amendment to HELAA v3 falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2
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”.
During the Issues and Options Consultation prior to the publication of HELAA v3 there was overwhelming support for the
designation of site MMO006 as ‘unsuitable for development’. On this basis, site MMO006 was not allocated for
development in the Draft VALP which was published for consultation during summer 2016. As the site was not included
in the draft VALP, it was not raised or commented on during the consultation period in Summer 2016.
Therefore, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 as ‘suitable’ for development was not informed by
comments received during summer 2016 as claimed in Appendix 2 of HELAA v4. In fact, there has been a large
number of objections to the allocation of site MMO006 which have never been addressed by the Council due to the
Council’s assertion during the VALP Examination that they were going to delete this site from the VALP.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

105 / 357



ED263, para 1 attempts to address this by saying “HELAA v2 and v3 assessments considered that impact on the
countryside/village and access constraints justified the site being unsuitable. However, the assessment prior to
HELAA v4 concluded that there were then insufficient environmental constraints to prevent the site being found
suitable for development.”
What ‘assessment prior to HELAA v4’ is the Council referring to? A number of FOI Requests asking for further
information about this assessment have been answered by the Council as follows: -
• “The decision on HELAA suitability was made informally by AVDC Planning Policy officers” (see reply to FOI
Request addressed to A Ralph in ED186[L])

• “There is no evidence in the form of minutes and emails…..the process was done informally by AVDC
planning policy officers with verbal discussions” (see reply to FOI Request addressed to R Scott ED186[S]).
• “There are no minutes as there was no formal meeting held” in relation to the decision to amend the
HELAA (see reply to FOI Request addressed to A Ralph ED186[L]).
• “The decision [to amend the HELAA] was made by AVDC Planning Officers, informally, it was not made at a
committee or any capacity formally recorded. The decision was made in December 2016-January 2017.”
(see reply to FOI Request addressed to D Child ED186[N]).
In fact, the Council has failed to disclose any assessment whatsoever supporting the change to the HELAA. The
change was simply made in response to planning application 16/00151/AOP without any independent formal
assessment.
It remains the case that the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are
informed by evidence that is not legally and procedurally compliant because the amendment to HELAA v4 was not
based on further comments received during the summer 2016 public consultation, neither is there any evidence
whatsoever of a formal assessment prior to the amendment.
2. HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 not correctly adhered to HELAA Methodology para 1.20 states: “The PPG
recommends that local authorities should work in partnership with all interested parties in the production of the
HELAA….Each District Council will identify stakeholders relevant for their area and engage appropriately……Stakeholders
will reflect those categories identified in the PPG: …..parish and town councils.”
HELAA Methodology para 1.21 states: “Each Council is committed to stakeholder engagement on the HELAA….As a
minimum each local planning authority will carry out the following:
• ….
• a draft report will be published for stakeholders to review the individual sites prior to the council finalising the study
• Where details are known, landowners/developers/agents will be contacted for each site to provide information on
deliverability and when a site is likely to be developed. Involvement of stakeholders at these times is vital in ensuring the
Councils assessment process is realistic and informed.”
The Council did not identify Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlebury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated planning application 16/00151/AOP) as ‘stakeholders’ that should be consulted on the designation of site
MMO006 in HELAA v4. There was no engagement with these local councils, and no draft report on the designation of
this individual site for local councils to review prior to the Council finalising the HELAA v4. Notably, comments
from the consultation on HELAA v3 were not adhered to in the production of HELAA v4.
ED263, para 1 attempts to address this by saying that all previous HELAAs were consulted on in conjunction with
consulting on the local plan, and therefore the consultation on the Submission VALP in December 2017 was also a
consultation on HELAA v4. However, in ED263, para 15 the Council says that “At the formal stage of pre-submission
consultation such engagement [i.e. meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods] does not take place
because the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation.”
Therefore, the change to HELAA v4 was made without meaningful engagement and collaboration with stakeholders,
and in direct conflict with comments made during the HELAA v3 consultation. Disregarding the overwhelming
response from stakeholders in the HELAA v3 consultation that the site is unsuitable for development, without any
evidence or engagement/collaboration with stakeholders prior to the change in the HELAA fails to fulfil the Council’s
obligation to engage with stakeholders as set out in the HELAA Methodology.
As the HELAA Methodology paras 1.20-1.21 was not adhered to, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 is not
procedurally and legally compliant so it cannot be relied on as the evidence base for the allocation of site MMO006
for development in the VALP or the associated FMM072.
3. HELAA Methodology para 2.15 not correctly adhered to
HELAA Methodology para 2.15 states that Grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land quality will be carefully considered when
designating sites as suitable for development.

HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because the developer’s
Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates
the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4 to inform land allocations in the VALP means that the
evidence base for this allocation and the associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally
compliant.
C. Conclusion
The allocation of site MMO006, all associated modifications including FMM072 which inserts the words ‘at least’ 170
dwellings, and the supporting evidence presented in ED244 (Appendix A) are unsound and not legally and procedurally
compliant.
During the course of the Examination Stage, AVDC has proposed to omit site MMO006 from the VALP on a number of
occasions:-

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

106 / 357



Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Lady Rima Scott, Foscote Parish Meeting - combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73y

1. In response to the Inspector’s Q67 re Jeremy Bloss’s comment 203
2. In response to the Inspector’s Q67 re Christopher Wayman’s comment 886 (of Buckingham Town Council)
and re Crest Strategic Projects comments 2033 and 2035
3. In response to the Inspector’s Q72 re all other Reg 19 objectors relating to this site
4. In response to Inspector’s Q104
In particular, the Council’s response to the Inspector’s Q72 states “new commitments from 2017/18 are expected to
balance the loss of dwellings from this site so replacement provision will not be required” (bold added).
Given the Council’s acknowledgement throughout the examination process that it would not be problematic to take site
MMO006 out of the VALP, it is essential that this site is now deleted from the VALP, together with all associated
modifications, in order that the VALP can be found sound and legally and procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must
be deleted from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally and procedurally
compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. We would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points raised in this representation
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37883788 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Oliver Wood [33055]

FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the
overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a
‘small’ village. 
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other
medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate
development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the
3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that required for a
medium village. 

ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such a large
development. 
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.” 
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Oliver Wood - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/749

train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37893789 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Pamela Viccars [28583]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared...consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.”

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainanility Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why is has chosen to allocate this site, notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 – are unsound: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site –
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have – is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:

“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELLA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”

The amended text now reads:

“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELLA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.”

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the LEAST sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
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Attachments:Attachments: Pamela Viccars - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74v

such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37923792 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Pete Culley [32988]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Peter Culley - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74d

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151):
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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37943794 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Alistair Brizell [33056]

Maids Moreton is a small village with limited facilities. As my representations make clear, I consider the allocation of at
least 170 dwellings on site MMO006 to be neither legally or procedurally compliant and not sound on the basis the plan
has not been positively prepared, is not justified and is inconsistent with National Policy. I urge you to delete site
MMO006 and all its associated modifications from the VALP.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151).
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village). In light of the additional Maids
Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation given the size and capacity of
Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when
considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village with only four key criteria which is
contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and associated modifications are not
sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small
village). Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the
false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a
misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is
made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is
based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.
4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (not “based on
proportionate evidence” – HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158). Given the questionable planning merits of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP, it cannot be relied on
as supporting evidence for the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the
allocation of this site in the VALP, and the modification in FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are
not consistent with NPPF 158 so the allocation of the site for development is not sound under NPPF 182.
5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended). It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to
support the allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF
155 and PPG para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the Inspector to correct
the Council’s mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site
6. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised). The site allocation in FMM107 should
be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under
NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic.
There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need
to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent with
National Policy (NPPF 34).
7. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land). The allocation of
site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not consistent with
National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer quality but
instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.
8. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation
to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence). Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been
objectively assessed and neither was the decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case.
Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable
amount of the material submitted in support of planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006
and all associated modifications – including FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.
9. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT because
the amendment to HELAA v3 falls foul of HELAA v4 Appendix 2, which states that amendments to the HELAA were in
response to comments received during the public consultation. It remains the case that the allocation of site MMO006
and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are informed by evidence that is not legally and procedurally
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Alistair Brizell - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t6

compliant because the amendment to HELAA v4 was not based on further comments received during the summer 2016
public consultation, neither is there any evidence whatsoever of a formal assessment prior to the amendment.
10. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT
because HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 were not correctly adhered to. As the HELAA Methodology paras 1.20-
1.21 was not adhered to, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 is not procedurally and legally compliant so it
cannot be relied on as the evidence base for the allocation of site MMO006 for development in the VALP or the
associated FMM072.
11. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT
because HELAA Methodology para 2.15 was not correctly adhered to because site MMO006 is Grade 3a Agricultural
Land. HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because the developer’s
Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates
the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4 to inform land allocations in the VALP means that the
evidence base for this allocation and the associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally
compliant.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37963796 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Lilian Mcdonald [32710]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Lilian McDonald - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74r

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "1 70 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no
explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of
site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent
with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not
sound under NPPF 182.

Please see attached (5 representation forms all commenting on FMM072)

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the V ALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect infonnation which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37973797 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Lilian Mcdonald [32710]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Lilian McDonald - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74r

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient
allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains
not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive
allocation for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council's 'capacity-led' approach to allocations -
so the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

Please see attached (5 representation forms all commenting on FMM072)

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation ofMMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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37983798 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Lilian Mcdonald [32710]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Lilian McDonald - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74r

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Please see attached (5 representation forms all commenting on FMM072)

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

Respondent:Respondent: Lord Richard Scott [32872]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170”
contrary to NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable
site in Maids Moreton and no explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site
for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

Full Representation Lord Scott of Foscote FMM072, 
together with the allocation of the site MMO006, are NOT SOUND. because they are Not Positively Prepared
(not”consistent with achieving sustainable development “), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.”

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable
amount for a medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium
village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the
allocated site was selected on the basis of information derived from a planning application.”

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not
been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182

-

Not specified

Not specified
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Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments: Lord Scott of Foscote - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75b

Not specified
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Aaron Hales [32176]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Aaron Hales - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t5

Officer summary: FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to "at least" 170 dwellings on the
site despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a 'medium' village when it
is, in fact, a 'small' village.Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in
order to
correct the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that ,Maids Moreton bas 6 key criteria when in fact it only bas,
at best, 4½. It is a misapplication of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the viUage simply
does not have. Unless this change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of
site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under
NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
("based on incorrect evidence" - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it
is, in fact, a small village)
Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number o
houses being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered
close to Milton Keynes in line with the Inspector's Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings
in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to "at least"
170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a
'medium' village when it is, in fact, a 'small' village.
According to ED 191 "The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in
the hierarchy, not a settlement's population. " To be a medium village, para 5 .15 of CD/MIS/003 (' Settlement
Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September
2017') sets out that between 6 and 7 of the 'key criteria' should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number.
The only exception to this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840.
The 'key criteria' for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20
units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more
bus service and train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton ( only an
infant school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).
Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically
only have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton
has 5 key criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.
In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151 / AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don't actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an 'infant school' is included in the key criteria as a primary school.
Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant
school). This is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a 'medium
village.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Miss Anita Matthews [32038]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Anita Matthews - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tw

Officer summary: FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072
increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming
evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a ‘small’ village.In
light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are Not Justified (“based on incorrect
evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)
Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840.
The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham) 3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
2. 1 public house 4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).
Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.
In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school.
Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38153815 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Andrew Clutterbuck [33060]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Response form - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qm

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that
developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore
unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. 
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF.

ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

Yes
Appearance at the examination
I am not confident that written submissions will be properly considered.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

122 / 357



38163816 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Andrew Hyde [32971]

LegallyLegally

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because: 
• an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” is contrary to NPPF 151, because MMO006 has been
conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton;
• 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village under NPPF 182, but more importantly, Maids Moreton is,
in fact, a small village and should be reclassified as such;
• MMO006 would generate significant additional traffic; 
• the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land, contrary to NPPF para 112.

There are many reasons to object to the local plan as presently constituted but I would highlight the following:

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. 
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such). It is a misapplication of the
assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Andrew Hyde - Andrew Hyde Business Communications - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t7

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Jane Wood [32164]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Jane Wood full representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qp

Adding the wording ‘at least’ in FMM072 in relation to Policy MMO006 removes the option of developing this site at a
less harmful scale than 170 houses, without sound evidence to justify the change. The stated reason for the change, of
achieving consistency of wording with other sites, does not justify making such a change. The wording for other sites is
entirely irrelevant to the sustainability of this site.
This change is therefore not positively prepared, not justified by a sound evidence base, and not consistent with NPPF
158 so the amended wording is not sound under NPPF 151.

Please see attachment to view 10 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Jane Wood [32164]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Jane Wood full representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qp

FMM072, together with allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPFpara151)
FMM072 increases an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF-151: with no
explanation for allocating this least sustainable site in Maids Moreton, and no ‘Postively prepared’ consistency of
approach as compared with Newton Longville. Therefore, allocation of MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, are not
consistent with National Policy & not sound under NPPF-182.

Please see attachment to view 10 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38273827 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Jane Wood [32164]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Jane Wood full representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qp

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Please see attachment to view 10 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Flegg [32101]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
"consistent with achieving sustainable development"), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be "sound", the Local Plan must be "positively prepared .... consistent with achieving
sustainable development", and NPPF 151 says "Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development." 
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council 'Note' on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications -
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends V ALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:
"Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. "
The amended text now reads: 
"Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application. "
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a 'Further Additional Modification' which apparently lies outside the
realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable development. All
we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed. 
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MM0006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the V ALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38413841 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Owen [32129]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Owen - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/739

As can be seen from the representation above, there are a number of inconsistencies and contradictions in this Section
of VALP, as not only does FMM072 seek to increase the allocation, by adding the words 'at least 170', it is also contrary to
NPPF 151 because MM0006 has been shown to previously be the LEAST sustainable site in Maids Moreton. As such, I
do not feel that FMM072 has been positively prepared, it is UNSOUND and it is not consistent with National Policy and
contravenes the terms set out under NPPF 182.

FMM072 together with the allocation of site MM0006, are NOT SOUND because they are NOT POSITIVELY PREPARED
(not "consistent with achieving sustainable development"), and NOT consistent with National Policy NPPF para 151. 

Both NPPF 182 and NPPF 151 state clearly that the Plan has to be positively prepared, consistent with achieving
sustainable development, and with the result that the outcome should be contributing to sustainable development. 

Site MM0006 has been identified as the least sustainable site for the village and this is backed up by the ED264 Council
Note on this Site and although the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal demonstrates site MM0006 as the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton; although it does not categorically state that the site should not be developed, it
still does not justify why the LEAST sustainable site should be allocated for development and is in breach of the NPPF
151 recommendations.

There are a number of inaccuracies within the Plan; not least that the Council has not provided a full explanation as to
why it has chosen the MM0006 site and their reasoning despite associated modifications including FMM072 are
UNSOUND as they have not been properly prepared nor considered and are therefore do not meet the criteria set out in
NPPF para 151. 

The Council acknowledges in ED263 para 8 that their previous justification for allocating the LEAST sustainable site was
that - it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - factually incorrect, so to mitigate this inaccuracy
without any further justification the Council are now proposing an amendment FAM013 to VALP para 4.125 (now para
4.147) to read "... In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the basis of information derived from a Planning
Application. 

This shows a remarkable lack of professionalism that the Council were prepared to take a planning application at face
value and not double check their records or consult with the Parish Council and that this modification will be allowed
under 'Further Additional Modification' and as such, outside of the Public Consultation period.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from '170 houses' to 'at least 170' contrary to NPPF 151 because
MM0006 has been conclusively shown to be the LEAST sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation has been
given for allocating the LEAST sustainable site for development. As such, the allocation of site MM0006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the V ALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent this would assist the Inspector.
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38423842 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Stephen Andrew Holmes [32755]

Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation
to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)

NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”

The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’. 

In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information: 

An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.

On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in the
VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to support this
change.

As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and
Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as
evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The application was approved subject to
the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently published online in draft in July 2020.

Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation
during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the Inspector in relation to
site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application was called back to committee for
redetermination in November 2020. 

This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a
second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the
application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing
permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and
transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage.

As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer’s Report. 

At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application
as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient
grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had
raised no issues of soundness. 

In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant: 
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Stephen Andrew Holmes - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75s

against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations.”
(193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: “I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
• As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.”
(213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised
in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector. 
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council. 

Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006. 
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP. 

Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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38443844 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Tamara Jean Kimpton [32716]

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 
The conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the least
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
3. Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement
Hierarchy as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids
Moreton bringing the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in
the other medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate
development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the
3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that required for a
medium village

3.FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because
they are Not Justified (“based on incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been
incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)
Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which
reduces the number of houses being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages
in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton Keynes in line with the
Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids
Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from
170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence
that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final
position of a settlement in the hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a
medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy Assessment for the
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September
2017’) sets out that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6
being the minimum number. The only exception to this is Stewkley which meets only 5
of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840.
The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service
centre, employment of 20 units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall,
recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and train station. Maids
Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in
Maids Moreton (only an infant school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria
so cannot be regarded as such).
4FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because
they are Not Justified (not “based on proportionate evidence” – HELAA v4
evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158)
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. The
designation of this site as suitable for development in HELAA v4 is not evidence based
and therefore calls into question the general soundness of the approach to identifying the
allocation (see ED186(A-S): HELAA v4, Lack of Evidence).
NPPF para 158 says: “Each local 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.”
ED263, para 3 claims that the change to the HELAA in 2016 was, in fact, based on
evidence submitted in support of planning application 16/00151/AOP - in particular, on
matters relating to landscape, and traffic & transport. However, ED263, para 3 does not
give the Inspector the following information: -
Additional pages to response form to VALP Proposed
Further Main Modifications Consultation Response Form
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.60 states: “It has been
acknowledged that there would be a major scale of adverse change to the currently
agricultural fields that form the application site and to the open views across the site
currently experienced from homes on the edge of the settlement.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.62 states: “the proposed
development would extend the built form further into the countryside.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.63 states: “the LVIA concludes
that….the users of the homes to the south of the site and the footpath which crosses
the site would experience long term significant negative visual effects.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.78 states: “It is accepted that there
will be significant adverse visual impacts from the development.”
• 16/00151/AOP Consultee Comments from Natural England (2.11.20) states: “We
consider that without appropriate mitigation the application would damage or
destroy the interest features for which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special
Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so close to
the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon
the site.”
Neither does ED263 para 3 inform the Inspector that, with regards to access to the site,
the routes available to take traffic from the development to the A422 for Milton
Keynes/Aylesbury and beyond ALL require mitigation packages in the s106 Agreement
because they are ALL unsuitable for the proposed volume of traffic:
i. through Maids Moreton and down Mill Lane to the A422: The s106 Agreement will
contain a mitigation package to discourage use of this route because it is a rural lane
unlikely to cope with the volume of traffic;
ii. via Foscote Road and Foscote Lane: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation
package to discourage use of this route because it involves unsuitable rural roads
through neighbouring villages;
iii. through Buckingham town centre in breach of VALP T3, as this development was
not considered as part of the Buckingham Transport Strategy which underpins
VALP T3. In recognition of this, the s106 Agreement will also include a financial
contribution to mitigate against traffic in Buckingham Town Centre.
Most importantly, ED263 does not inform the Inspector that the application was recently
taken back to Committee for redetermination (Nov 2020). In respect of the planning
merits of this application - particularly in relation to access and landscape issues - the
majority of Committee Members did not support the application, and a motion was put
forward for refusal. The Officer’s intervention and persuasion that VALP Policy DMMO006
was considered by the Inspector to be ‘sound’, with no outstanding issues of
‘soundness’, brought the vote to a tie with the Chair casting a deciding vote in favour of
the Officer’s recommendation. The application was NOT decided on the basis of the
planning merits of the proposed development.
To persuade the Inspector now that he can rely on evidence submitted in relation to
Planning Application 16/00151/AOP to support the amendment to the HELAA –
particularly on grounds on access and landscape - is wholly inappropriate and misleading

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Tamara Kimpton combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75t

because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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134 / 357



38463846 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Tim Aylard [32761]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Timothy Aylard - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/754

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive
allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative
sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel
will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent
with National Policy (NPPF 34).

See attached for representation against FMM072 - this was received with some text missing slightly off the page

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38543854 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Anna Hyde [32970]

LegallyLegally

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because: 
• an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” is contrary to NPPF 151, because MMO006 has been
conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton;
• 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village under NPPF 182, but more importantly, Maids Moreton is,
in fact, a small village and should be reclassified as such;
• MMO006 would generate significant additional traffic; 
• the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land, contrary to NPPF para 112.

(Officer: See original representation form for colour formatting)

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. 
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such). It is a misapplication of the
assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Anna Hyde - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tg

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Beth King [33065]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Beth King - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73r

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

1) FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

2) In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient
allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not
justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation
for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the
allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

3) The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr James Macey [33066]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: James Macey - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73b

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive
allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is !!!! alternative
sustainable transport and there are!!!! services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel
will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent
with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent
with National Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: "What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the
roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of
development. Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy. '
(para 35)
"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." (para 36)
"This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should
ensure that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will he
minimised. It is therefore unsound. " (para 3 7)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and
with no direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words 'at least' 170 houses, and FMM107
allocates an additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a sig1frfica11
increase in traffic from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main
road as all three access points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town
Centre - as illustrated by the three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Sit
MMO006 will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service
to a dominant settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of
this size in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about 'conflict with interim findings'. However, this objection
focuses not on conflict with the Inspector's interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore
contextualising the Inspector's Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with
NPPF 34; and consistency with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the V ALP because the allocation is not sound or legally /procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38613861 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Eric Culley [32750]

LegallyLegally

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: justified.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
("based on incorrect evidence" - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a
small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number
of houses being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can b
delivered close to Milton Keynes in line with the Inspector's Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings
in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to "at least"
170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a
'medium' village when it is, in fact, a 'small' village.

According to ED 191 "The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement
in the hierarchy, not a settlement's population." To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MlS/003
('Settlement Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan
September 2017') sets out that between 6 and 7 of the 'key criteria' should be met, with at least 6 being 1 the minimum
number. The only exception to this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has
a large population of 1,840.

The 'key criteria' for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment
of 20 units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly
or more bus service and train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an
infant school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5 .19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s l 06 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/ AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s 106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains
a contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don't actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an 'infant school' is included in the key criteria as a primary school.

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant
school). This is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a 'medium'
village.

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in order to
correct the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is
a misapplication of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the village simply does not have. Unless this change
is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation
is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Eric Culley - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7s6

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38623862 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Janet Pearson [32987]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Janet Pearson - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73c

FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on incorrect
evidence”). Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium village’ when it is a ‘small village’ with only 4 of
the key criteria specified in CD/MIS/003. It is a misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the
village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site
MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)
Within the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission
Plan September 2017 document (CD/MIS/003), paragraph no. 5.15 states that:
“In developing a criteria for medium villages, the settlements…have between 6 – 7 of the key criteria (within 4 miles of a
service centre, employment of 20 units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary
school, hourly or more bus service and train station)…”
In the same document, the table under the next paragraph (5.16) incorrectly shows Maids Moreton as having 6 of the ‘key
criteria’
I would the Inspector to note that Maids Moreton, demonstrably, has only four of the key criteria listed in 5.15. These are:
� Less than 4 miles to a service centre (i.e. Buckingham)
� 1 public house (currently closed for the foreseeable future)
� 1 recreation ground/playing field
� 1 village hall
Maids Moreton does not have any of the other key criteria listed in paragraph 5.15. It has:
� No significant employment opportunities
� No food store or shops
� No Post Office
� No Doctor’s surgery
� No Primary School
� No hourly bus service or train station
Furthermore, the only means for residents to easily access employment, education, retail, public services and transport
connections is by travelling to Buckingham, Milton Keynes or beyond. Due to the lack of infrastructure and public
transport the, use of personal transport will dominate these journeys, thus creating an additional burden on the small
lanes and country roads which serve the village I note that the Council claim, in ED263, that planning application
16/00151/AOP (170 dwellings on Land Off Walnut Drive And Foscote Road Maids Moreton Buckinghamshire MK18
1QQ), includes provision to fund an hourly bus service for up to 5 years within the draft S106 Agreement. However, some
2 years on from the determination of 16/00151/AOP, the draft S106 has still not been agreed and signed off.
In fact, 16/00151/AOP has been deferred until after the forthcoming VALP FMM hearings (see the report of David Elvin
QC dated 01/02/2021) after which time it will be determined by the Planning Committee for the third time. This being the
case, none of the provisions that would result from 16/00151/AOP being approved should be relied upon as evidence to
support the allocation of MMO006 in the VALP or the associated modification FMM072
Maids Moreton should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182

I would remove MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, from the VALP because the site and
allocation of at least 170 homes is not sustainable and therefore not sound or legally and procedurally compliant as per
NPPF para 182

No

No
Appearance at the examination
When the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38673867 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Janice Circuit [32178]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Janice Circuit - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73w

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
("based on incorrect evidence" - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when
it is, in fact, a small village)

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4 ½. 1t is a
misapplication of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is
made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site
MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under
NPPF 182

Please see attached for full text relating to FMM072

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Miss Jennifer Dixon [32834]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The technical Annex to the sustainability appraisal identifies site MMO006 as the least sustainable. Thus FMM072
together with the allocation of site MMO006 are NOT SOUND because they are not positively proposed ( not consistent
with sustainable development) and not consistent with national Policy (NPPF Para 151).

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 

“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 

The amended text now reads:

“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Attachments:Attachments: Jennifer Dixon combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73f

such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Charles Frogley [32817]

FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not sound because they are not based on
proportionate evidence. HELAA v.4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading and not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 158).
The precursor of planning application 16/00151/AOP was rejected as the site was deemed
unsuitable for development. Planning application 16/00151/AOP, in many ways similar to its
predecessor, is used as evidence for including site MMO006 in HELAA v.4. The evidence for
allocation of this site in VALP and the modification FMM072 is therefore questionable and
not sound under NPPF 182.

1. FMM072 together with the allocation of site MMO006 are not sound because they are
not positively prepared (“not consistent with achieving sustainable development”) and not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151).
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound” the Local Plan must be “positively prepared…
consistent with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development”.
Site MMO006 has been identified in the technical annex to the sustainability appraisal as
the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a council “note” on site MMO006
which suggests that even though the technical annex to the sustainability appraisal
conclusively demonstrates sites MMO006 in the least sustainable site, this does not mean
that the site is unsuitable for development in breach of NPPF 151.
The conclusions from ED264 only supports the conclusions in the technical annex that site
MMO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. Further recent information in
connection with planning application 16/00151/AOP now scores site MMO006 the lowest
mark in 8 out of 12 sustainability criteria and the highest in none. It is now rated by the
council even lower in sustainability terms than it was before.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170”.
Contrary to NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least
sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation has been given for allocating the least
sustainable site for development. Hence the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
versions including FMM072 have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving
sustainable development and are not consistent with national policy. On this basis they are
not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072 together with the allocation of site MMO006 are not sound because they are
not justified (“not the most appropriate strategy” – 182 dwelling is an excessive allocation
for a medium village).
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly
categorised in the settlement hierarchy as “a medium village” when it is in fact a “small
village”. FMM107 allocates a further 12 homes to Maids Moreton bringing the total
allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations
in other “medium villages” as follows:
Cuddington 23
Ickford 30
Marsh Gibbon 9
Newton Longville 17
Quainton 37
This illustrates how excessive Maids Moreton as a medium village is, even though it has the
3rd smallest population and has only 4 of the 6 criteria that define it as a medium rather
than a small village. There is no explanation of how a small village can absorb development
of this size.
These allocations directly contradict to VALP para 3.19 which states “the strategy for
development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and
functions.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone
would be a sufficient allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and
the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when
considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village with
only 4 key criteria which is contrary to the council’s “capacity led” approach to allocations -
so the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072 together with the allocation of site MMO006 are not sound because they are
not justified. (“Based on incorrect evidence”) Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classed as
a medium village when it is in fact a small village.
Maids Moreton has only 4 of the key criteria of the 6 required to classify it as a medium

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Charles Frogley - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/735

village. The school is only an infant school and not a primary school and there is no hourly
bus service.
In ED263 para 11, the council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106
agreement relating to the planning application. Planning permission has not been granted
so this is a false assumption and also when the developers representatives were questioned
on this point, they were reluctant to make any long term commitment to finance it.
It should be noted that Great Brickhill which is of a similar size to Maids Moreton has 5 key
criteria and is still classed as a small village.
Maids Moreton should be reclassified in the settlement hierarchy as a “small village” in
order to correct the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria
when in fact it only has at least 4.5. It is a misapplication of the assessment process to
include criteria that the village does not have. Unless this change is made to the settlement
hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the
allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is not sound under NPPF 182.
4. FMM072 together with the allocation of site MMO006 are not sound because they are
not consistent with the National Policy (NPPF para 34 – it is not located where the need to
travel will be minimised).
In his interim findings, the inspector states “what is surprising is that within the northern
half of the district, the roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal
in the distribution of development” (para 35).
“It is hard to escape the conclusion expressed by several representations that the spatial strategy
in the north of the district would generate increased lengths of commuting flows to and
from Milton Keynes” (para 36).
“This would be contrary to national policy and expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which
advises that plans should ensure that development which generate significant movement
are located where the need to travel will be minimised, it is therefore unsound” (para 37).
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public
transport network and with no direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts
the words “at least” 170 houses and FMM172 allocates an additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to
182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic from community cars and service vehicles with no direct
access to MMO006 onto a main
road as all three access points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via
Buckingham town centre – as illustrated by the three mitigation packages that will need to
be included in the s106 agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to
para 34 of NPPF. Site MMO006 will generate significant movement and being on the northern edge of a rural village with
no bus services to a dominant settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of
sustainable transport modes maximised. A development of this size in this location is not in keeping with NPPF
para 34 or its rural nature NPPF para 29.
The site allocation in FMM017 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 is an
excessive allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no
alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or employment nearby so the
need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated
FMM072 are not consistent with national policy (NPPF 34)

Site MMO006 should be removed from VALP along with all modifications including FMM072
as they are not compliant legally or procedurally with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Yes – to raise further detail on points in my objection to ensure that the inspector has all relevant

information.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38723872 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Dandy [32893]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Jeremy Dandy - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73g

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Anthony Hinton [32753]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Anthony Hinton - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tz

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 of 182 houses remains not
justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation
for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the
allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village).
There was no public consultation on the amendment in HELAA v4, which designated site MMO006 as ‘suitable’ for
development. The VALP modification has inserted the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, potentially increasing the number of
houses that could be built on the plot. FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total
allocation for this village to at least 182 dwellings, which at around 50% of total houses in the village is grossly
disproportionate to the size of the settlement. 

VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other medium villages of 23 dwellings for Cuddington, 30 for
Ickford, 9 for Marsh Gibbon, 17 for Newton Longville and 37 for Quainton. This illustrates that an allocation of 182 new
dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate development strategy when considered
against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium
villages listed. Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘medium village’ when it
is in fact a ‘small village’, meeting only four ‘key criteria’ required for a medium village. Allocation of 12 houses alone is
sufficient for a small settlement. 
ED263, para 19 states that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such a large
development. 
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all and conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19
which states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks
to deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.” 
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development within Buckinghamshire,
only a lack of support because this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not
been followed in respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton. 
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are NOT SOUND under NPPF 182.

1) Modification FMM072 should be taken out of the VALP.
2) The entire site MMO006 should be deleted from the VALP.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
There are so many unsatisfactory issues around the changes to the VALP, particularly in view of no public

consultation over the amendment in HELAA v4, I want the opportunity to question the Council.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Johanna Owen [33070]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The Councillors only need to make an actual visit to site MM0006 to see that it is NOT SOUND and does not meet any of
the criteria and it is not consistent with National Policy. Changing MM0006 from a non-suitable to a suitable site from
HELAA v3 to HELAA v4, has meant that there are many inconsistencies throughout FMM072. Site MM0006 is the polar
opposite to what is stated in NPPF para 34 and the mitigation packages in the S106 Agreement cannot be taken into
account, as the S106 Agreement is not agreed at the time of this Public Consultation. 
I would ask the Council to reconsider and remove Site MM0006 from VALP.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MM0006, are NOT SOUND because they are NOT consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised) 
In the Interim Findings, the Inspector gave special mention to the fact that it should not expect to dominate the
development strategy (para 35) and that a number of representations proved that 'the spatial strategy in the north of the
district would lead to increased lengths of commuting flows to and from Milton Keynes (para 36). In para 37 he claims
that it "would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure
that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised." 
As such, site MM0006 should be looked at as one such development that would contravene NPPF para 34, in that it is to
be sited on the north side of Maids Moreton with no direct access to the main road network, nor has Maids Moreton any
direct public transport network to Milton Keynes. The site access is not appropriate for the number of traffic movements
as access will be via a single traffic rural lanes with onward travel through the Village’s Conservation Area before
reaching the main road network to MK or Oxford via Buckingham Town Centre.
With the increased flow of traffic from 'at least' 170 houses from the MM0006 site and FMM107 allocating an additional
twelve houses, there will be significant traffic movements from both commuters and service vehicles - the Council's
solution to the problems that will arise from the increased traffic is to 'mitigate' the problems with three packages
included in the S106 Agreement. The S106 Agreement is still NOT agreed and therefore within this context and with no
certainty, the S106 Agreement cannot be used as a solution to the problem that site MM0006 will obviously cause.
Site MMO006 is NOT located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can
be maximised . NPPF para 29 recognises the rural location, however, a development of this size in an incorrectly
categorised sized village and in this location is not in keeping with NPPF para 34.
The site allocation In FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMOO6 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072 are UNSOUND under NPPF 182 because MM0006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is NO alternative sustainable transport and there are NO services or
employment opportunities nearby for the occupants of 'at least' 170 houses, so the need to travel will NOT be minimised.
Therefore, the allocation of MM0006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the V ALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs JULIET HODGSON [32846]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

My objection centres upon the fact that Maids Moreton has been wrongly classified and is a small village and not a
medium sized village.
Examination Document 191 clearly states that “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position
of a settlement in the hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.”. Maids Moreton meets only four of the key criteria and so
it is clear that Maids Moreton is a small village under the criteria the Examination Document has laid out.
Unless this change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified
because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
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Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments: Juliet Hodgson - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73x

Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,
confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Keith Dawson [32655]

FMM072 seeks to increase the allocation of 170 houses to “at least 170”. on the least sustainable
site MMO006 in Maids Moreton and increase the population of this small village by 60%. Some
procedures used in the planning process appear not legally compliant. The development is located on
an elevated site in open countryside adjacent to an SSI on high grade agricultural land. The access to
main routes and any facilities are via narrow country lanes that pass through a conservation area
and meet few of the environmental and sustainability criteria for a housing development.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively
Prepared (not “consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 151)
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to
NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton
and no explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the
allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively
prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
(“not the most appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a
sufficient allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site
MMO006 remains not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the
Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and associated modifications are not
sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
(“based on incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when
it is, in fact, a small village)
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to
correct the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at
best, 4½. It is a misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does
not have. Unless this change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site
MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under
NPPF 182.
4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
(not “based on proportionate evidence” – HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 158)
Given the questionable planning merits of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP, it cannot be relied on as
supporting evidence for the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4.
Therefore, the allocation of this site in the VALP, and the modification in FMM072, are not justified by a
sound evidence base, and are not consistent with NPPF 158 so the allocation of the site for development is
not sound under NPPF 182.
5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent
with National Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local
Councils when the HELAA was amended)
It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to
support the allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent
with NPPF 155 and PPG para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal
to the Inspector to correct the Council’s mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.
6. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent
with National Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)The site
allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an
excessive allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no
alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby
so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated
FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).
7. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent
with National Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile
Agricultural Land)
The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because
they are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use
agricultural land of poorer quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile
agricultural land.
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8. MM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning
commentary in relation to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not
“objectively assessed”), and Not Justified (based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated
infrastructure on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016.
At that time, HELAA v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in
the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to
support this change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic
Management and Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented the VALP
allocation as evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The
application was approved subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently published online
in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation
during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the
Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application
was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020.
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a
second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the
application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support
for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on
grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against
refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding
vote in accordance with the Officer’s Report.
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the
application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that
they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP
with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.
In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant:
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to
persuade against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the
Council, which is being carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine
the allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be
very very careful refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP
process but also through the application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in
terms of the strategy and the allocations.” (193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal
particularly with regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing
all the evidence: “I would just stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely
clear that they think that this is satisfactory and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for
refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really
astonished frankly Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and
seconded the vote is carried ….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare
[the proposer] said which I was surprised by.” (213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest
features for which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The
construction of a development so close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and
other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the
debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the
debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows
the development site.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate
and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is
entirely inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham
Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council,
Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury Parish Council.
•
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
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prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate
evidence but, instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course
of the Committee debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the
planning application; whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in
the VALP. Therefore, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the
site allocation in the VALP.
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither
was the decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the
resolution to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the
material submitted in support of planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006
and all associated modifications – including FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.
9. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not legally and procedurally compliant because the
amendment to HELAA v3 falls foul of HELAA v4 Appendix 2, which states
that amendments to the HELAA were in response to comments received during the public consultation
There was no public consultation, there was an exhibition in November 2015 when the scheme was rejected
by 85% of the attendees to the exhibition and the scheme then went for for planning just after Christmas
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”.
During the Issues and Options Consultation prior to the publication of HELAA v3 there was overwhelming
support for the designation of site MMO006 as ‘unsuitable for development’. On this basis, site MMO006 was
not allocated for development in the Draft VALP which was published for consultation during summer 2016. As
the site was not included in the draft VALP, it was not raised or commented on during the consultation period in
Summer 2016.
Therefore, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 as ‘suitable’ for development was not informed by
comments received during summer 2016 as claimed in Appendix 2 of HELAA v4. In fact, there has been a large
number of objections to the allocation of site MMO006 which have never been addressed by the Council due to
the Council’s assertion during the VALP Examination that they were going to delete this site from the VALP.
ED263, para 1 attempts to address this by saying “HELAA v2 and v3 assessments considered that impact on the
countryside/village and access constraints justified the site being unsuitable. However, the assessment prior to
HELAA v4 concluded that there were then insufficient environmental constraints to prevent the site being found
suitable for development.”
What ‘assessment prior to HELAA v4’ is the Council referring to? A number of FOI Requests asking for
further information about this assessment have been answered by the Council as follows: -
• “The decision on HELAA suitability was made informally by AVDC Planning Policy officers” (see reply
to FOI Request addressed to A Ralph in ED186[L])
• “There is no evidence in the form of minutes and emails…..the process was done informally by AVDC
planning policy officers with verbal discussions” (see reply to FOI Request addressed to R Scott
ED186[S]).
• “There are no minutes as there was no formal meeting held” in relation to the decision to amend the
HELAA (see reply to FOI Request addressed to A Ralph ED186[L]).
• “The decision [to amend the HELAA] was made by AVDC Planning Officers, informally, it was not
made at a committee or any capacity formally recorded. The decision was made in December 2016-
January 2017.” (see reply to FOI Request addressed to D Child ED186[N]).
In fact, the Council has failed to disclose any assessment whatsoever supporting the change to the HELAA. The
change was simply made in response to planning application 16/00151/AOP without any independent formal
assessment.
It remains the case that the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including
FMM072, are informed by evidence that is not legally and procedurally compliant because the amendment
to HELAA v4 was not based on further comments received during the summer 2016 public consultation,
neither is there any evidence whatsoever of a formal assessment prior to the amendment.
10. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not legally and procedurally compliant
because HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 were not correctly adhered to.
HELAA Methodology para 1.20 states: “The PPG recommends that local authorities should work in partnership
with all interested parties in the production of the HELAA….Each District Council will identify stakeholders
relevant for their area and engage appropriately……Stakeholders will reflect those categories identified in the
PPG: …..parish and town councils.”
HELAA Methodology para 1.21 states: “Each Council is committed to stakeholder engagement on the
HELAA….As a minimum each local planning authority will carry out the following:
• ….
• a draft report will be published for stakeholders to review the individual sites prior to the council
finalising the study
• Where details are known, landowners/developers/agents will be contacted for each site to provide
information on deliverability and when a site is likely to be developed. Involvement of stakeholders at
these times is vital in ensuring the Councils assessment process is realistic and informed.”
The Council did not identify Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish
Meeting, Akeley Parish Council, Whittlebury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which
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Attachments:Attachments: Keith Dawson - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73k

have objected to the associated planning application 16/00151/AOP) as ‘stakeholders’ that should be consulted
on the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4. There was no engagement with these local councils, and no
draft report on the designation of this individual site for local councils to review prior to the Council finalising
the HELAA v4. Notably, comments from the consultation on HELAA v3 were not adhered to in the production
of HELAA v4.
ED263, para 1 attempts to address this by saying that all previous HELAAs were consulted on in conjunction
with consulting on the local plan, and therefore the consultation on the Submission VALP in December 2017 was
also a consultation on HELAA v4. However, in ED263, para 15 the Council says that “At the formal stage of
pre-submission consultation such engagement [ie meaningful engagement and collaboration with
neighbourhoods] does not take place because the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that
consultation.”
Therefore, the change to HELAA v4 was made without meaningful engagement and collaboration with
stakeholders, and in direct conflict with comments made during the HELAA v3 consultation. Disregarding the
overwhelming response from stakeholders in the HELAA v3 consultation that the site is unsuitable for
development, without any evidence or engagement/collaboration with stakeholders prior to the change in the
HELAA fails to fulfil the Council’s obligation to engage with stakeholders as set out in the HELAA
Methodology.
As the HELAA Methodology paras 1.20-1.21 was not adhered to, the designation of site MMO006 in
HELAA v4 is not procedurally and legally compliant so it cannot be relied on as the evidence base for the
allocation of site MMO006 for development in the VALP or the associated FMM072.
11. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not legally and procedurally compliant because HELAA
Methodology para 2.15 was not correctly adhered to because site
MMO006 is Grade 3a Agricultural Land
HELAA Methodology para 2.15 states that Grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land quality will be carefully
considered when designating sites as suitable for development.
HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because the
developer’s Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as Grade 3a
Agricultural Land post-dates the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4 to inform
land allocations in the VALP means that the evidence base for this allocation and the associated
modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally compliant.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

156 / 357



38943894 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Georgina Christopher [32766]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Georgina Christopher - combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sc

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for 5 combined response forms for FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38963896 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Georgina Christopher [32766]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Georgina Christopher - combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sc

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for 5 combined response forms for FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

158 / 357



39093909 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr & Mrs Ian & Lillian McDonald [31194]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Ian McDonald - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sg

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for 5 combined response forms for FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the V ALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39113911 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr & Mrs Ian & Lillian McDonald [31194]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Ian McDonald - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sg

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for 5 combined response forms for FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the V ALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39143914 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Jane Harman [31921]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Attachments:Attachments: Jane Harman - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sh

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39153915 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Janet Rosemary Hawkins [30933]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Site allocation FMM107 should be retained but allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including
FMM072, are unsound under National Policy (NPPF 182). MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and no employment opportunities
nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. 

MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not consistent with NPPF
para 112. The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer quality but the best and most versatile
agricultural land.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

The use of the term at least 170 houses describes a development which would most definitely not comply with national
policy. There are no shops within the village, it takes half an hour to walk into Buckingham at a brisk pace and this
involves a considerable hill so cycling is also a problem unless you’re a fit cyclist. Even if you are all the road options into
Buckingham are not cyclist friendly and quite dangerous. There are minimal employment opportunities within the village
and the bus service is almost non-existent in the village so all these factors refute the claim that it is located where the
need to travel will be minimised. 

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land).

I have lived in this village for 23 years and throughout this time have walked the public footpath which runs through the
intended development area. This land has been farmed consistently throughout this period both for crops of maize,
wheat and barley and grazing for cattle and sheep which shows how versatile this land is.

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39163916 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Steve Redfearn [33074]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Steve Redfearn combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rq

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF-151:
MMO006 is least sustainable site in Maids Moreton & there is no explanation for allocating the least sustainable site.
Therefore, allocation of MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared
consistent with achieving sustainable development, are not consistent with National Policy & not sound under NPPF-182.

Please see attachment containing 11 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39183918 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Steve Redfearn [33074]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Steve Redfearn combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rq

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Please see attachment containing 11 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39213921 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Steve Redfearn [33074]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Steve Redfearn combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rq

The allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182
because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no
alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will
not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF 34).

Please see attachment containing 11 response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39223922 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Neil Stuchbury [33076]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Neil Stuchbury - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/745

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to
NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton
and no explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the
allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared
consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are Not Positively
Prepared (not “consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 151)
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with
achieving sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable
site for development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site
MOO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in
connection with planning application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now
scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding
that it is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated
modifications – including FMM072 - are UNSOUND : they have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least
sustainable site - that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect.
To reflect the fact that the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for
development without any valid justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends
VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:
“ Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for
a medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“ Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was
selected on the basis of information derived from a planning application. ”
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies
outside the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises
sustainable development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been
assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to
NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton
and no explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the
allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared
consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39323932 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Nicholas Taylor [33078]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Nicholas Taylor - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/747

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006
is an excessive allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is
no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities
nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are Not
Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that
developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore
unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the
three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Patricia Ellis [31952]

Officer summary:
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
The allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182
because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no
alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will
not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent with (NPPF 34).

(Officer note: see attached representation form for formatting text bold, underline and colour)
1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.
Representation continued
4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (not “based on
proportionate evidence” – HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158) 
Given the questionable planning merits of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP, it cannot be relied on as supporting
evidence for the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the allocation of this site
in the VALP, and the modification in FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are not consistent with
NPPF 158 so the allocation of the site for development is not sound under NPPF 182.

5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended)
It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to support the
allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG
para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the Inspector to correct the Council’s
mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.
6. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).
7. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)
The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.
8. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation
to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Patricia Ellis - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74b

(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council. 

Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006. 

Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.
9. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT because
the amendment to HELAA v3 falls foul of HELAA v4 Appendix 2, which states that amendments to the HELAA were in
response to comments received during the public consultation
It remains the case that the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are
informed by evidence that is not legally and procedurally compliant because the amendment to HELAA v4 was not based
on further comments received during the summer 2016 public consultation, neither is there any evidence whatsoever of a
formal assessment prior to the amendment.
10. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT
because HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 were not correctly adhered to.
As the HELAA Methodology paras 1.20-1.21 was not adhered to, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 is not
procedurally and legally compliant so it cannot be relied on as the evidence base for the allocation of site MMO006 for
development in the VALP or the associated FMM072.
11. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT
because HELAA Methodology para 2.15 was not correctly adhered to because site MMO006 is Grade 3a Agricultural
Land
HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because the developer’s
Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates
the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4 to inform land allocations in the VALP means that the
evidence base for this allocation and the associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally
compliant.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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39393939 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Robert W Kersey [33082]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert W Kersey - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rn

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Please see attachment of five response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Robert W Kersey [33082]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert W Kersey - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rn

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Please see attachment of five response forms submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Overseas Development Institute (Mr Sierd Hadley) [33085]

Maids Moreton must be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village to correct the false assertion it has 6
key criteria when it only has 4. Including ‘criteria’ the village does not have is a misapplication of the assessment process
so FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence.

Furthermore, the allocation of MMO006 remains not justifiably the most appropriate strategy for a small village with only
4 key criteria, contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach. 
Therefore, the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

I have lived both in Akeley and Maids Moreton as a schoolboy. There was no difference in the facilities available between
Akeley and Maids Moreton. While Akeley had a post office and Maids Moreton had a small shop neither of these are
functioning. The nearest place to buy essential groceries is in Buckingham, For both villages access to school beyond the
age of nine years is in Buckingham. I find it incorrect that Maids Moreton is not classified the same as Akeley, i.e. a small
village. 

FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation
of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids
Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Sierd Hadley Overseas Development Institute Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74k

the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other
medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate
development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the
3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that required for a
medium village. 

ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such a large
development. 

In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.” 

ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Susannah Winter [33086]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. 
As a resident of the neighbouring village of Leckhampstead, I am concerned about the increased volume of traffic that
will be driving into our village, on a single track lane with soft verges which is highly unsuitable for lots of traffic. The
junction from the Maids Moreton road into Leckhampstead is a bad junction, and an increase in traffic will only add to
the issue of safety.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Peter Circuit [32182]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Peter Circuit - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rj

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

The site allocation in FMM 107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34)

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: "What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy." (para 35)

"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." (para 36) °This would be
contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that developments
which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore unsound.'
(para 37)

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct rout o Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words 'at least' 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre - as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 agreement.

The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not locate where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF.

ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about 'conflict with interim findings'. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector's interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector's Interim Finding does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including MM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MM0006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Peter Howard [32682]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
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177 / 357



Appear exam:Appear exam:
Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments: Peter Howard - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rk

Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39513951 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Richard Wharton [30634]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Richard Wharton - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rz

Officer summary: FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to
NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no
explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site
MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39523952 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Richard Wharton [30634]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Richard Wharton - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rz

Officer summary: FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an additional 12 houses to
Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic from commuting cars
and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access points for the
development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three mitigation
packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39543954 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Robert Winks [33088]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert Winks - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7ry

Officer summary: FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to
NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no
explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site
MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.

Please see attached response form for full representation.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally /procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation ofMMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39553955 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Maids Moreton Conservation Group (Stephanie Lishman) [32830]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Fmm072 together with the allocation of site MMO006 is not sound because they are not justified based on incorrect
evidence. Maids Moreton is not a medium village having only 4 of the key criteria required in such an assessment. So 170
houses are not justified never mind “ at least 170 houses”

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.
This representation is made following a meeting of Maids Moreton conservation group which I chair.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Attachments:Attachments: Stephanie Lishman - Maids Moreton Conservation Group - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rp

allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39563956 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr John Brookes [33089]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: John Brookes combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sx

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least
sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including
FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent
with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
"consistent with achieving sustainable development"), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151). NPPF
182 says that in order to be "sound", the Local Plan must be "positively prepared .... consistent with achieving sustainable
development", and NPPF 151 says "Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of
sustainable development."
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council 'Note' on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not
considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (
even greater than before).

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications -
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation
is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:

"Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations."

The amended text now reads:

"Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application. "

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a 'Further Additional Modification' which apparently lies outside the
realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable development. All
we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least
sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including
FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent
with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

-

No

No
Written Representation

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39583958 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr John White [28419]

2. Site MMO006 was identified as the least sustainable development site in Maids Moreton.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended)

NPPF para 155 states: “Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations
and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far
as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area.”

PPG para 3-008 (2014 version) states who plan makers should work with: “The following should be involved from the
earliest stages of plan preparation, which includes the evidence base in relation to land availability: … parish and town
councils; ….” 

The Council did not engage with Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlesbury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated Planning Application 16/00151/AOP) on any occasion with regard to the amendment in HELAA v4 which
designated this site as suitable for development. The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the
Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA. 

ED263, para 2 seeks to address this by saying “Public opposition to sites does not automatically lead to revisions to the
HELAA. HELAA sites can be found suitable despite negative responses to consultation.” However, there was no public
opposition to this designation because there was no consultation on this site being designated suitable for development
in the HELAA. The November to December 2017 Consultation was not a consultation on HELAA v4 but on the
Submission VALP. 

The Council concedes this point in ED263, para 15 which says that NPPF 155 cites a general need for early and
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods and that this has been met by the extensive
consultation and engagement process with parish council briefings (ie when MMO006 was still designated as unsuitable
for development) but “At the formal stage of pre-submission consultation such engagement does not take place because
the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation.” Remarkably, ED263, para 15 then passes
responsibility to correct this failure to consult with stakeholders on such a significant amendment to the Inspector by
saying “Whether the plan is [subsequently] modified is then the responsibility of the independent Inspector, not the
council.”

Overall, the local councils were briefed at a time when MMO006 was designated as unsuitable for development. When
they were consulted on the Draft VALP (in summer 2016), the site was still designated as unsuitable. They were then
consulted on the Submission VALP (in November 2017). However, in the meantime there was a fundamental change of
position in the HELAA (from HELAA v3 to v4) re-designating MMO006 as suitable for development. The local councils
were never consulted on that key change.

It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to support the
allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG
para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the Inspector to correct the Council’s
mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: John White - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sj

application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 

“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 

The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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39603960 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Julie Deegan [33090]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 

“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 

The amended text now reads:

“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,
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Attachments:Attachments: Julie Deegan - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sz

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39623962 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Miss Kate Lawson [31911]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Kate Lawson - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sn

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)

“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.” (para 36) “This would be
contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that developments
which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore unsound.”
(para 37)

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. The allocation of site MMO006 and the
associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006 will generate significant movement and,
being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant settlement, it is not located where the
need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing
its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.ED263,
para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not on
conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
I do not have any confidence in the Council to articulate clearly on an evidenced basis the issues relating

to this modification, Maids Moreton and site MMO006. “Capacity led” development is meaningless in this context and what
we have here is a situation created by a developer that the Council has mismanaged from the very beginning. The quality
and integrity of the Council’s responses have not been objectively arrived at in ED263.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39673967 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Reginald Kimpton [32711]

Planning officer summary:
FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton
bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic from commuting cars and service
vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access points for the development are either
onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three mitigation packages that will need to
be included in the s106 Agreement.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended). NPPF para 155 states: “Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local
organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local
Plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the
area.”
PPG para 3-008 (2014 version) states who plan makers should work with: “The following should be involved from the
earliest stages of plan preparation, which includes the evidence base in relation to land availability: … parish and town
councils; ….” 
The Council did not engage with Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlesbury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated Planning Application 16/00151/AOP) on any occasion with regard to the amendment in HELAA v4 which
designated this site as suitable for development. The only consultation thereafter was the public consultation on the
Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA. 
ED263, para 2 seeks to address this by saying “Public opposition to sites does not automatically lead to revisions to the
HELAA. HELAA sites can be found suitable despite negative responses to consultation.” However, there was no public
opposition to this designation because there was no consultation on this site being designated suitable for development
in the HELAA. The November to December 2017 Consultation was not a consultation on HELAA v4 but on the
Submission VALP. 
The Council concedes this point in ED263, para 15 which says that NPPF 155 cites a general need for early and
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods and that this has been met by the extensive
consultation and engagement process with parish council briefings (ie when MMO006 was still designated as unsuitable
for development) but “At the formal stage of pre-submission consultation such engagement does not take place because
the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation.” Remarkably, ED263, para 15 then passes
responsibility to correct this failure to consult with stakeholders on such a significant amendment to the Inspector by
saying “Whether the plan is [subsequently] modified is then the responsibility of the independent Inspector, not the
council.”
Overall, the local councils were briefed at a time when MMO006 was designated as unsuitable for development. When
they were consulted on the Draft VALP (in summer 2016), the site was still designated as unsuitable. They were then
consulted on the Submission VALP (in November 2017). However, in the meantime there was a fundamental change of
position in the HELAA (from HELAA v3 to v4) re-designating MMO006 as suitable for development. The local councils
were never consulted on that key change.
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where
the need to travel will be minimised)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are
relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to
dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that
developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore
unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Reginald Kimpton combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7sq

development of this size in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39713971 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Richard Evison [32694]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Richard Evison - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tr

Planning officer summary:

2. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072 increases the
allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence that
Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a ‘small’ village.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified.

See attachment for full submission.

-

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39733973 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Robert Christopher [32985]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert Christopher combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7ts

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39763976 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Robert Christopher [32985]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert Christopher combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7ts

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and
there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the
allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39793979 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Robert H Kersey [33096]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert H Kersey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tt

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39823982 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Robert H Kersey [33096]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Robert H Kersey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tt

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39893989 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr & Mrs David & Sheila Goodger [30662]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Sheila Goodger combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t3

Planning officer summary:

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

198 / 357



39903990 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr & Mrs David & Sheila Goodger [30662]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Sheila Goodger combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t3

Planning officer summary: 

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39913991 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Madge Flegg [33097]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MM0006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified ("based on
incorrect evidence" - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector's Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to "at least" 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a 'medium' village when it is, in
fact, a 'small' village. 

According to ED191 "The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement's population." To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 ('Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017') sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the 'key criteria' should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The 'key criteria' for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-

1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall

There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton ( only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such). 

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/ AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s 106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains
a contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don't actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an 'infant school' is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a 'medium' village.

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the V ALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Appear exam:Appear exam:
Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments: Madge Flegg - redacted.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7r4

Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39933993 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Margaret Riley [33098]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006 will
generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF. (officer summary)

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)

“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.” (para 36)

“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that
developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore
unsound.” (para 37)

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. 

The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF.
ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

202 / 357



39943994 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Clare Jensen [33099]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Clare Jensen - Full Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rm

Maids Moreton is a small village and needs re-categorising accordingly, based on the mere 4 key criteria it meets, to
incorrectly suggests it is a medium sized village.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39963996 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Goodger [32818]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

Please see attached response form and written representations with formatted text.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39973997 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Williams [33103]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Williams - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/767

No summary provided by the respondent. The allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)
4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended)
5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (not “based on
proportionate evidence” – HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158) 
6. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)
7. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)
8. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because the planning commentary in relation to
site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
9. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not legally and procedurally compliant because the
amendment to HELAA v3 falls foul of HELAA v4 Appendix 2, which states that amendments to the HELAA were in
response to comments received during the public consultation
10. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not legally and procedurally compliant because HELAA
Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 were not correctly adhered to.
11. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not legally and procedurally compliant because HELAA
Methodology para 2.15 was not correctly adhered to because site MMO006 is Grade 3a Agricultural Land

The above are the headings for my objections, please see the attached document for my detailed objections

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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39993999 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Helen Brizell [33104]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Helen Brizell - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/769

Maids Moreton is a small village with limited facilities. As my representations make clear, I consider the allocation of at
least 170 dwellings on site MMO006 to be neither legally or procedurally compliant and not sound on the basis the plan
has not been positively prepared, is not justified and is inconsistent with National Policy. I urge you to delete site
MMO006 and all its associated modifications from the VALP.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151).
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village). In light of the additional Maids
Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation given the size and capacity of
Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when
considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village with only four key criteria which is
contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and associated modifications are not
sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small
village). Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the
false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a
misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is
made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is
based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.
4. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (not “based on
proportionate evidence” – HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158). Given the questionable planning merits of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP, it cannot be relied on
as supporting evidence for the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the
allocation of this site in the VALP, and the modification in FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are
not consistent with NPPF 158 so the allocation of the site for development is not sound under NPPF 182.
5. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended). It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to
support the allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF
155 and PPG para 3-008, and in line with the Council’s approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the Inspector to correct
the Council’s mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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40004000 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Elizabeth Winks [33105]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Elizabeth Winks submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7ss

As the HELAA Methodology paras 1.20-1.21 was not adhered to, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 is not
procedurally and legally compliant so it cannot be relied on as the evidence base for the allocation of site MMO006 for
development in the VALP or the associated FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound became
they are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural
land of poorer quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile
agricultural land. HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because the
developer's Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as Grade 3a Agricultural Land
post-dates the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4 to inform land allocations in the VALP means that
the evidence base for this allocation and the associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and
procedurally compliant.
The site allocation FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation
for a small rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport
and there are no services or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised.
Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF34).
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from" 170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF
151 because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no
explanation has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site
MM0006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under
NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation ofMMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

208 / 357



40044004 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Duncan Macey [32177]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Duncan Macey submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7s7

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 'small' village in order to
correct the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has,
at best, 4½. It is a misapplication of the assessment process to include 'criteria' that the village simply
does not have. Unless this change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of
site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under
NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified
("based on incorrect evidence" - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it
is, in fact, a small village)
Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of
houses being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered
. close to Milton Keynes in line with the Inspector's Interim Findings. FMM 107 increases the number of dwelIings in
Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM07 2 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to "at least"
170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a
'medium' village when it is, in fact, a 'small' village.
According to ED 191 "The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement i
the hierarchy, not a settlement's population." To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/ M IS/003 ('Settlement
Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017 )
sets out that between 6 and 7 of the 'key criteria' should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number.
The only exception to this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840.
The 'key criteria' for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20
units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more
bus service and train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
!. 1 .5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. I public house
3. 1 recreation ground/ playing field
4. I village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton ( only an
infant school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).
Para 5 .19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typicaIly
only have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.
In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16 /00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s l06 Agreement has not been signed. The application is high I
flawed and remains a contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Unde1
CD/MIS/003, villages are categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they mi ht
have in the future. To assess the size of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don't actually have is a misapplication
of the assessment process. Equally it is simply made up by the Council that an 'infant school' is included in th
key criteria as a primary school.
Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant
school). This is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a 'medium
village.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

209 / 357



40064006 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Lucy Wood [28475]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Lucy Wood - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76v

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because:
1. they are Not Positively Prepared (not “consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with
National Policy (NPPF para 151) .
2. they are Not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most
Versatile Agricultural Land)
3. the planning commentary in relation to site MMO006 given in ED244 is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively
assessed”), and Not Justified (based on incorrect and misleading evidence). Written in red ink.

Planning officer note: see attachment for full comments

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

210 / 357



40134013 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Dave Hancock [32097]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Dave Hancock Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tb

In summary I believe the proposal is unsound given the identification of Maids Moreton as a small village, it does not
meet the criteria set out in the settlement hierarchy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are Not Justified (“based on incorrect
evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 
The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
1 public house
1 recreation ground/playing field
1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).
Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 
In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 
Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Diana Owen [30371]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Diana Owen Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7th

Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a Medium village, when in fact it does not meet the
key criteria set out in the CD/MIS/003 document in which it clearly states that to be a medium village,
the village should have at least 6 of the key criteria. As Maids Moreton falls short of this minimum,
the village needs to reclassified and as such, the allocation of site MM0006 is not justified and has
been allocated based on incorrect evidence, which makes it unsound under NPPF182.

FMM072 together with the allocation of Site MMO006, are not sound because they are not justified -
("based on incorrect evidence" - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when
it is, in fact, a small village).
In ED200(B) the document proposes to re-jig the settlement hierarchy in order that additional housing can
be found nearer to MK in order to meet the Inspector's Interim Findings. As such FMM107 increases the
number in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and in order to justify this FMM072 increases the allocation
n the MMO006 site from 170 dwellings to 'at least' 170 dwellings, which has been allowed by classifying
Maids Moreton as a medium village instead of a small village, despite the fact that Maids Moreton does
not meet the criteria required set out under Para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 'Settlement Hierarchy Assessment
or the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany proposed submission Plan September 2017) .

In order to be a medium village, a village should meet a minimum of 6 of the key criteria set out in the
above Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, whilst Maids Moreton only meets four. Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003
states that none of the smaller settlements have· more than five key criteria, and typically only have four of
the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has five key
criteria, but is still categorised as a small settlement.
How does this equate?

The Council has claimed via a S106 Agreement that with the Planning Application on the MMO006 site
under Application No 16/00151/AOP that a bus service will be reinstated. The Planning Application has
not been granted and is going to a third determination, and the S106 Agreement has not been signed,
so the Council have no justification to bump the criteria up to five, on the basis that the Village might
meet this criteria and all villages, Maids Moreton included should be categorized on the current
criteria rather than what might happen In the future.
Maids Moreton still should be Reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a small village in order to
correct the false assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has six key criteria when in fact it only has,
at best 4.5.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted
from the VALP because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to rnake a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

212 / 357



40224022 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Gerard Hendriksen [32022]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 34 - it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised)

I have had my main residence in Maids Moreton since 1993 and have seen the gradual increase of traffic movement over
those years. The development of site MMO006 will contribute significantly to the movement of vehicles and, more
importantly, the site is very poorly connected as access to any key service will be via rural roads and Main Street in Maids
Moreton.

In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the roles of
Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development. Milton
Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)

“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.” (para 36)

“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure that
developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is therefore
unsound.” (para 37)

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. 

The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size in this location is not in
keeping with para 34 NPPF.

ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising the
Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and consistency
with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Attachments:Attachments: Gerard Hendriksen - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74q
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Gill Craik [33108]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Gill Craik combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75r

Planning officer summary: 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

-

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Miss Colleen Gowlett [33100]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Colleen Gowlett Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7tn

Officer summary:
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the
allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not
been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because they are
Not Positively Prepared (not “consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 151) NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….
consistent with achieving sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the
objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development”. Site MMO006 has been identified in the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is
a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal
conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is
unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. In any event, the
conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site
MOO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent
information submitted in connection with planning application 16/00151/AOP (which is not
considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none
(even greater than before). The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this
site notwithstanding that it is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all
associated modifications – including FMM072 – are unsound: they have not been
positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development and the allocation in
not consistent with NPPF para 151. The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only
previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site – that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village
does not have – is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site
in Maids Moreton for development
without any valid justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now
para 4.147). Previously it read: “Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a
reasonable amount for a medium
village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” The
amended text now reads: “Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a
reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been select
at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the basis of
information derived from a planning application.” It is remarkable that this amendment can
be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside the realm of
this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises
sustainable development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative
sites that have been assessed. FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from
“170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151 because MMO006 has been
conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation has
been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the
allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not
been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy.
On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replied with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Gill Craik [33108]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Gill Craik combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75r

Planning officer summary:

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

-

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Margaret White [33113]

1. An allocation of 182 houses is an excessive allocation for a medium village.
2. Maids Moreton is incorrectly classified as a medium village.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other
medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings

This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate
development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the
3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that required for a
medium village. 
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such a large
development. 
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.” 
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in
fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Margaret White - redacted.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73t

4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Goodger [32818]

Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are not sound because the planning commentary in relation to
site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence). NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively
prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving
sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’. 
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information: 
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in the
VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to support this
change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and
Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as
evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The application was approved subject to
the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation
during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the Inspector in relation to
site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application was called back to committee for
redetermination in November 2020. 

This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a
second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the
application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing
permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and
transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage.

As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer’s Report. 

At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application
as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient
grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had
raised no issues of soundness. 

In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant: 
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations.”
(193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
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regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: “I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.”
(213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised
in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector. 
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council. 

Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006. 

Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP. 

Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)

NPPF para 112 says: “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary,
local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality in preference to that of higher quality.”

In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of NPPF para 112,
ED263, para 7 states “there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that would easily avoid Grade 3a land.”
This is not true. The Council’s own Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates that there is a
more suitable site of poorer agricultural quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate development. 

ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer to HELAA v4. If
this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should be prioritised for development
over higher grades, and that the Council’s approach to site allocations in order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been
informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) – does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best
and most versatile agricultural land). 

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.

3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
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Attachments:Attachments: David Goodger Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73d

achievement of sustainable development.” 

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before). 

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151. 

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read: 

“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 
The amended text now reads:

“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Context in Development (Dr Mary Hadley) [32021]

Maids Moreton must be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village to correct the false assertion it has 6
key criteria when it only has 4. Including ‘criteria’ the village does not have is a misapplication of the assessment process
so FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on incorrect evidence.

Furthermore, the allocation of MMO006 remains not justifiably the most appropriate strategy for a small village with only
4 key criteria, contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach. 
Therefore, the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

I used to live in Akeley as a child and was living there again with my own family when we purchased the house in Maids
Moreton. I noted the similarity in the two villages. Both have one Public House and Akeley had a post office, although I
believe this has closed as has the one in Maids Moreton. There is no shop anymore. We needed to use our private car to
travel for access to all key services (food outlets, doctors' surgery, petrol station etc) and while Maids Moreton is closer
to Buckingham it is too far to walk. The Church of England schools are also similar because they are only infant schools,
not primary schools. I am, therefore, confused that Maids Moreton does not fall in the same category as Akeley, i.e. a
small village.

FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182 new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation
of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids
Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a ‘small’ village.

According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840. 

The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20 units or
more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus service and
train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).

Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically only
have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement. 

In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and remains a
contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003, villages are
categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future. To assess the size
of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment process. Equally, it is
simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary school. 

Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school). This
is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village. 

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
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appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other
medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate
development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the
3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that required for a
medium village. 

ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such a large
development. 

In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.” 

ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Attachments:Attachments: Christina Kersey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/764

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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LegallyLegally
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Attachments:Attachments: Christina Kersey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/764

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

228 / 357



40634063 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Ms Pauline Kneafsey [28604]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Pauline Kneafsey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76d

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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My Summary of Objections
- this is the least sustainable of all sites in Maids Moreton. 
- the number of houses projected is totally disproportionate to the size of the village
- there are few public transport services available and road traffic will be increased to an unsustainable degree
- environmental issues such as flooding and danger to SSSI have been totally ignored. Flooding in this area is a big issue
(see 23/24 December 2020 locally).

Not sound as not positively prepared, justified or consistent with national policy

NB See attached document for full formatting

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement
Hierarchy as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to
Maids Moreton bringing the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists
the allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
Cuddington – 23 dwellings
Ickford – 30 dwellings
Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably
appropriate development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids
Moreton has the 3 rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of
that required for a medium village.
ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not
match the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-
led approach at all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary
to VALP, para 3.19 which states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of
different settlements and seeks to deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles
and functions.”

Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with no
direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates an
additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in traffic
from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three access
points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by the three
mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement. 
● Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.”
● Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.”

My Summary of Objections
- this is the least sustainable of all sites in Maids Moreton. 
- the number of houses projected is totally disproportionate to the size of the village
- there are few public transport services available and road traffic will be increased to an unsustainable degree
- environmental issues such as flooding and danger to SSSI have been totally ignored. Flooding in this area is a big issue
(see 23/24 December 2020 locally).

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Written Representation
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The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

See attachment for full submission.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
"consistent with achieving sustainable development"), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151). NPPF
182 says that in order to be "sound", the Local Plan must be "positively prepared .... consistent with achieving sustainable
development", and NPPF 151 says "Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of
sustainable development."
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council 'Note' on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does
not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating the least sustainable site
for development in breach of NPPF 151.
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not
considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (
even greater than before).
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications -
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation
is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now
proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:

"Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. "

The amended text now reads:

"Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application. "

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a 'Further Additional Modification' which apparently lies outside the
realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable development. All
we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

-

No

No
Written Representation

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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40714071 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Francesca Hinton [30802]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for a village
with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the allocation and
associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“based on
incorrect evidence” - Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a medium village when it is, in fact, a small village)

Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a misapplication
of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this change is made to the
Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because the allocation is based on
incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.

Soundness tests failed: positively prepared, justified, consistent with national policy.

Modification FMM072 should be taken out of the VALP
The entire site MM0006 should be deleted from the VALP

No

No
Written Representation
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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40794079 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Foscote and Maids Moreton Action Group (Mrs Kate Pryke) [32488]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Kate Pryke - Maids Moreton & Foscote Action Group combined - redacted.pdf -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76s

Site MMO006 and associated FMM072 are:
• not positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development;
• not justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives,
• not 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 under NPPF para 182.
The allocation of site MMO006 and associated FMM072 fall foul of HELAA v4 (Appendix 2) and HELAA Methodology
paras 1.20, 1.21 and 2.15, so they are NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT in accord with NPPF para 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, all associated modifications including FMM072 which inserts the words ‘at least’ 170
dwellings, and the supporting evidence presented in ED244 (Appendix A) are unsound and not legally and procedurally
compliant. 

5.2 During the course of the Examination Stage, AVDC has proposed to omit site MMO006 from the VALP on a number of
occasions:-
i. In response to the Inspector’s Q67 re Jeremy Bloss’s comment 203
ii. In response to the Inspector’s Q67 re Christopher Wayman’s comment 886 (of Buckingham Town Council) and re Crest
Strategic Projects comments 2033 and 2035
iii. In response to the Inspector’s Q72 re all other Reg 19 objectors relating to this site
iv. In response to Inspector’s Q104

5.3 In particular, the Council’s response to the Inspector’s Q72 states “new commitments from 2017/18 are expected to
balance the loss of dwellings from this site so replacement provision will not be required” (bold added). 

5.4 Given the Council’s acknowledgement throughout the examination process that it would not be problematic to take
site MMO006 out of the VALP, it is essential that this site is now deleted from the VALP, together with all associated
modifications, in order that the VALP can be found sound and legally and procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally and procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. We would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points raised in this representation to the extent that this would
assist the Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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40944094 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Kate Kersey [33131]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Kate Kersey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76f

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.

Please see attachment for five response forms all submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/ procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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40964096 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Kate Kersey [33131]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Kate Kersey combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76f

The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications,
including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small rural village
which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services or
employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006 and
associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).

Please see attachment for five response forms all submitted against FMM072.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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41024102 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: The Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. The insertion of the words “at least” further
undermines the sustainability of site MMO006, which totally contradicts Policy S2 and is in direct conflict with NPPF,
para 34. As a “lower order settlement”, the village road network cannot support traffic generated by what will now be 182
houses (as per FMM107).Inadequacy of waste water treatment in Buckingham and Maids Moreton.

FMM059

BUC043 (Moreton Road, Phase III)
The Society has consistently opposed the inclusion of this site in VALP. It did not form part of the development plan in
the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and a previous application was rejected at appeal by the
Planning Inspectorate. It cannot deliver sustainable housing growth, as can be understood from the many objections to
the planning application validated on 11th February 2020 and without major infrastructure mitigation, no development is
possible within the plan period.
Pollution: It is acknowledged that the relative high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries a severe
risk of pollution since current waste water treatments are at capacity and necessitate major works to prevent pollution.
The inclusion of “reference to consultation with the water and sewerage undertaker” does not adequately mitigate
against anticipated pollution.
Transport:ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons: 
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
3.If the modelling is predicting a 25% increase in flows eastwards from the Moreton Road/High Street junction, the A422
will be subject to long queues at the approaches from both Stratford Road and Mill Lane*.
4.Why is it assumed that all traffic emanating from site BUC051 will flow through the town centre? The Brackley Road
(A422 westwards) is a likely route, leading as it does to the Silverstone Enterprise Zone.
5. Both BUC043 and MMO006 are approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and,
with limited footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. By
contrast, site BUC051 could initiate an attractive, flat, pedestrian/cycle access via the riverside walks. 
6. There is equally (if not worse) significant on street parking along the Moreton Road further exacerbating the queuing
traffic from an easterly direction.
* Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM003

Buckingham is expected to accommodate additional growth (2,177 houses) without any indication of the associated
infrastructure that will be required to service this growth.
Sustainable growth is not justified without sustainable transport links. This requires public transport that is easily
accessible without the use of the car. In the light of the recent confirmed financial support for the East-West Rail link,
which will offer a real alternative to the car, the Society calls for a re-directed balance of housing towards Winslow. The
reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006 (27) should be re-instated in Winslow, and the increase in Buckingham (10)
diverted to a more sustainable location.

In the Inspector’s Interim Findings, it is noted that ”growth in the north of the district would lead to increased lengths of
commuting flows” and that this is contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 34, which seeks to “ensure that developments which
generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimized”.

ED245 Policies Map

Please note this is neither a ‘support’ or ‘object’ matter. It is simply an observation, which leads to the conclusions set out
under other responses from The Buckingham Society to this consultation.
Policies Map
It is noticeable when examining the Policies Map for Buckingham and the neighbouring settlement of Maids Moreton
(page 5) that allocations BUC043 and MMO006 are located at the furthest edges of Buckingham and Maids Moreton
respectively and distanced by some margin from the main employment areas. 

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The reserved site for Buckingham’s additional cemetery site is not shown. This is a commitment within the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan and marked ‘F’ on Fig.4.2. 

FMM072

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road
Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. For a settlement of a lower order with
acknowledged, major transport restraints, the proposed growth of 170 dwellings on this site, now compounded by an
additional 12 dwellings on MMO005 (FMM107) is not sustainable. The insertion of the words “at least” further
undermines the sustainability of this site. Contrary to FMM067, the village is not “moderately well served with services
and facilities”, having only 4 of the 6 criteria cited as a minimum number to qualify as a “medium” village. And, even if it
WAS a “medium” village, “at least 170 houses” is in total conflict with FMM015, Policy S2 (h): “growth in medium villages
will be at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting. It is also in direct conflict with NPPF, Paragraph 34,
since the “significant” movement that will be generated by 170 dwellings outside the settlement boundary of a small
village cannot be minimised. 
One can observe the ludicrously unbalanced nature of this allocation in FMM068, noting that no other ‘medium’ village is
expected to accommodate more than 37 dwellings.
Pollution
As noted under FMM059, the high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries an unacceptable risk of
pollution owing to the inadequacy of waste water treatment in the area. 
Transport
The SA Addendum report (ED246 9.12.4) considers the “at least 170 houses” to add a further degree of constraint since
it is acknowledged that a “larger site at a lower order settlement” will generate significant vehicular movement contrary
to NPPF, paragraph 34.
Maids Moreton is approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and, with limited
footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. 
ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons:
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
*Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM096 and FMM103

Policy I4 Flooding
(e) and (i)Noting the changes in FMM103 to “ensure no increase in flood risk on site or elsewhere such as downstream,
or upstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land” , The Buckingham Society considers that
development on the scale envisaged in BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006 would see a significant increase in surface water
discharge and lead to even greater flood risks within the Great Ouse catchment area. Calculations for floodplain
compensation and volume-for-volume compensation up to the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) are no longer adequate.

FMM096 requires “a new requirement to 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.” This is
an important proposal as it can be the case that small streams and ditches shown by the nationally available flood risk
dataset to be associated with surface water flood risk can be found to be associated with fluvial flood risk upon further
investigation. 
There are vast numbers of active springs around the town and it is noticeable that these and related underground
watercourses have changed the pattern of surface discharge; so much so that in each of the recent major flood events
(1998, 2007 and most recently December 2020), the associated flooding within and without the town has significantly
worsened, flooding properties and land that has not seen such volumes of water in previous decades. Should planning
applications proceed for sites BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006, further evidence is needed on such matters.

New and important evidence on the detrimental biodiversity impact on this site further undermines its sustainability,
which together with the additional requirements to better understand the geomorphology and subsequent distribution of
surface water discharges indicate a removal of this allocation in the VALP.

Not specified

No
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Appear exam:Appear exam:
Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments: Buckingham Society Carolyn Cumming Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76g

Appearance at the examination
We do not think new evidence has been evaluated holistically.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

240 / 357



41044104 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mrs Lorraine Percival [31999]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. 
Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively
prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis,
they are not sound under NPPF 182. (officer summary)

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151) 

NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.” 
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. 
ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the Technical Annex to the Sustainability
Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton, this does not mean the
site is unsuitable for development. 
However, this still does not justify allocating the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151. 
In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264),
site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than
before). 
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND:
they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not
consistent with NPPF para 151. 
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. 
To reflect the fact that the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development
without any valid justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now
para 4.147). Previously it read: 
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.” 
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.” 
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies outside
the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. 
Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively
prepared consistent with achieving sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis,
they are not sound under NPPF 182.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
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Attachments:Attachments: Lorraine Percival - redacted.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76h
Inspector.
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FMM074FMM074
37373737 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Quainton Parish Council (Mr Brian Fludgate, NP Steering Group Member) [33037]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

This housing allocation should now be in the Quainton completions/commitments figures (Table 2 FMM017) as this site
has planning permission since October 2018 (ref 15/04276/APP).

This housing allocation should now be in the Quainton completions/commitments figures (Table 2 FMM017) as this site
has planning permission since October 2018 (ref 15/04276/APP).

We contend this site of 13 homes should be already included in the 84 completions/commitments for Quainton as per
Table 2 FMM017.
FMM074 re Policy D-QUA001 should be deleted
Please also see our comments on FMM107 on the VALP Policies Map for Quainton

Yes

No
Written Representation
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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FMM076FMM076
40464046 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Gade Homes (Mr Nick Wyke, Planning Manager) [33114]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Planning officer note: respondent originally supported but also suggested a change to the Plan, therefore it has been
amended to an objection in order to be considered by the Planning Inspector. Note the body of the response erroneously
refers to FMM079, but FMM076 is correctly referenced earlier in the form.

Planning officer summary: the respondent suggests reinstating the text at paragraph 4.157 proposed to be deleted by
FMM076.

We support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and FMM067. 

Settlements such as Weston Turville continue to be sustainable locations benefitting from a range of services and
facilities. They are therefore suitable locations for new housing development. 

Small and medium sized sites on the edge of sustainable settlements such as that at Bye Green Weston Turville can
make an important contribution to meeting both district and local housing needs and can be built out relatively quickly as
recognized by paragraph 68 of the NPPF. 

The VALP’s reliance on larger strategic growth sites risks a slower delivery of housing due to the need for these sites to
provide new and expensive infrastructure. Should these sites not come forward at the expected delivery rate, smaller
development opportunities within medium villages should be encouraged. For this reason the wording contained in
paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted under modification FMM079 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

-

Yes

Yes
Not specified
None
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40784078 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Village Foundations (Mr Nick Wyke, Planning Manager) [31909]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Planning officer note: respondent originally supported but also suggested a change to the Plan, therefore it has been
amended to an objection in order to be considered by the Planning Inspector. Note the body of the response erroneously
refers to FMM079, but FMM076 is correctly referenced earlier in the form.

Planning officer summary: the wording contained in paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted
under modification FMM076 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

We support the increase in housing targets put forward through modification FMM015 and FMM067. 

Settlements such as Stewkley continue to be sustainable locations benefitting from a range of services and facilities.
They are therefore suitable locations for new housing development. 

Small and medium sized sites on the edge of sustainable settlements such as that at Wing Road Stewkley can make an
important contribution to meeting both district and local housing needs and can be built out relatively quickly as
recognized by paragraph 68 of the NPPF. 

The VALP’s reliance on larger strategic growth sites risks a slower delivery of housing due to the need for these sites to
provide new and expensive infrastructure. Should these sites not come forward at the expected delivery rate, smaller
development opportunities within medium villages should be encouraged. For this reason the wording contained in
paragraph 4.157 of the local plan that is proposed to be deleted under modification FMM079 should be reinstated. 

The wording was as follows: “the only exceptions to this are where the Councils 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 in accordance with Policy D2”

-

Yes

Yes
Not specified
None
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FMM077FMM077
36963696 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Dr David Saunders [33020]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The proposed change to Policy D3, to reference permitted development under Class Q, is unnecessary and inappropriate.
As a matter of law, a policy in a plan can never preclude permitted development; and so the policy should not make
assertions about whether or not it does so.

The proposed change, to reference permitted development under Class Q, is unnecessary and inappropriate. According
to TCPA 1990 s57(1):

"Subject to the following provisions of this section, planning permission is required for the carrying out of any
development of land"

and s58(1)

"Planning permission may be granted—
(a) by a development order, a local development order or a neighbourhood development order;
(b) by the local planning authority ... on application to the authority ..."

and s70(2)

"In dealing with an application for planning permission or permission in principle the authority shall have
regard to —
(a) the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application, ..."

Thus, according to s70(2), the development plan (of which VALP will be a part) is used to determine planning permission
when the authority deals with the application. But according to s.58(i), if permission is granted by a development order
under clause (a), then clause (b), which is an alternative to (a), is not engaged, because no application for planning
permission has been made to the authority.

A reference in the footnote to Policy D3 to exclude conversions from agricultural to residential use under Class Q of the
GPDO 2015 is therefore irrelevant, because planning permission for such a conversion will already have been granted by
the development order. As a matter of law, a policy in a plan can never preclude permitted development; and so the
policy should not make assertions about whether or not it does so.

Do not make the proposed change.

No

Yes
Written Representation
None
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40154015 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

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

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: APL-218 AWE Main Mod Reps Feb 2021.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t8
APL-218 Proposed Further Main Modifications Guidance Note and Response Form on behalf of AW
Group.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t9

These changes respond to Gardner Planning’s representations to the MM consultation. AW Group supports the proposed
change.

See attached documentation

-

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
The issues raised in the submission would benefit from further discussion and interaction by participation

at a Hearing, to best assist the Inspector.
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FMM078FMM078
38343834 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
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maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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FMM079FMM079
38353835 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.
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FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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FMM080FMM080
38363836 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
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maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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FMM081FMM081
38373837 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
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should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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FMM082FMM082
37053705 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Land and Partners Ltd (Mr Tom Hutchinson) [29954]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Agree with the deletion of WIN020 - Buckingham Rd, Winslow (Winslow Neighbourhood Plan site). It is better to
consolidate dedicated accommodation for older people at a more accessible location within the town.

Agree with the deletion of WIN020 - Buckingham Rd, Winslow (Winslow Neighbourhood Plan site). It is better to
consolidate dedicated accommodation for older people at a more accessible location within the town.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Terry Benwell [30693]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: 45908599-5E44-4807-B4CE-E5DED365D34A.jpeg - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qs
9239F681-3D74-4438-B776-246D5D5A1EE8.jpeg - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qt
2B08A336-8EF2-41CD-BE27-8DB253B332B0.jpeg - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6q3

Aylesbury golf centre was misrepresented in the HELAA documents after submitting their site in 2016 under “call for
sites” ref no. BIE009. the site is not an “ omission site” as described by the inspector, in his edict dated 4/4/2018, but a
site where the method or strategy used was unsound for site selection.

AGC ltd was founded in 1990 and is a successful business comprising 30 bay floodlit range, barn with restaurant/
licensed bar parking for 120 vehicles employing 5 staff. the key on the attached plan shows BIE009 as unsuitable for
housing or employment. A total misrepresentation.

Aylesbury golf centre was misrepresented in the HELAA documents after submitting their site in 2016 under “call for
sites” ref no. BIE009. the site is not an “ omission site” as described by the inspector, in his edict dated 4/4/2018, but a
site where the method or strategy used was unsound for site selection.

AGC ltd was founded in 1990 and is a successful business comprising 30 bay floodlit range, barn with restaurant/
licensed bar parking for 120 vehicles employing 5 staff. the key on the attached plan shows BIE009 as unsuitable for
housing or employment. A total misrepresentation.

Aylesbury golf centre is a sustainable site and suitable for immediate development. The reference BIE009 in the plan on
page 13 of HELAA version 4 should read suitable for development. The sustainability appraisal addendum should include
Aylesbury golf centre ltd, Hulcott lane, Bierton as suitable for retirement bungalows class C2, in accordance policy H6
C2/C3 housing for older people. The inclusion in HELAA version 4 and then in the sustainability appraisal, would be
axiomatic then in Aylesbury golf centre ltd being included in the Vale of Aylesbury local plan). Aylesbury golf centre is a
reasonable alternative in any assessment of sites for class c2 housing in accordance with policy h6 housing for older
people. It complies with the needs of the NPPF with regard rural business and housing, it also fulfills the requirements as
laid out in the sustainability appraisal addendum december 2020 for, biodiversity, climate change adaption and
mitigation, community, economy, heritage, housing, landscape, transport, natural resources. Aylesbury golf centre is a
viable and vibrant business established in 1990, it has a bar/restaurant in the barn, that caters for weddings, corporate
events, private parties, wakes ( from the nearby crematorium in Bierton). It would provide the basis of a symbiotic
relationship with older people, providing for their social and welfare needed s. There is a 0.5 ha. Of land that has been
used for marquees for weddings, private parties, corporate events, beer festivals, caravan rallies, that is surplus to
requirements and would comfortably accommodate 14 retirement bungalows.. This would not detract from the facilities
at the barn nor lessen the attractiveness of the venue, nor reduce the sporting activity at the site. The driving range will
not be impacted by any development, the land is surplus to requirements for the functioning of Aylesbury Golf Centre Ltd.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Misrepresented In HELAA Versions 3 And 4, Also Not Included In The Sustainability Appraisals In 2019

Nor December 2020. The Key On The Plan In HELAA V4 Page 13 Ref BIE009 Indicates “ Unsuitable For Housing Or
Employment Development”. This Is Palpably Incorrect Aylesbury Golf Centre Was And Is A Viable And Vigorous Leisure
Business.2. The Site Was Submitted Originally As Representation No 253 But Not Considered.3 The Site Is N I Consider It
Necessary To Present The Case For Aylesbury Golf Centre With Appropriate Plans, To Demonstrate The Validity Of This
Representation. I Consider This Important Because:-1. Aylesbury Golf Centre Was Completely Misreprepresented In Helaa
Versions 3 And 4, Also Not Included In The Sustainability Appraisals In 2019 Nor December 2020. The Key On The Plan In
HELAA V4 Page 13 Ref BIE009 Indicates “ Unsuitable For Housing Or Employment Development”. This Is Palpably Incorrect
Aylesbury Golf Centre Was And Is A Viable And Vigorous Leisure Business.2. The Site Was Submitted Originally As
Representation No 253 But Not Considered.3 The Site Is Not An Omission Site As The Inspector Identified In His Original
Analysis Dated 4th April 2018, ( Copy Of Document Attached) But A Site Misrepresented Because The Method Or Strategy
Used For Selecting Sites For Allocation Were Unsound. Ot An Omission Site As The Inspector Identified In His Original
Analysis Dated 4th April 2018, ( Copy Of Document Attached) But A Site Misrepresented Because The Method Or Strategy
Used For Selecting Sites For Allocation Were Unsound.
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38383838 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. However we maintain concerns in relation to a
number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve. (officer summary)

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
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maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

We suggest that the supporting text be amended to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a
nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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FMM083FMM083
37063706 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Land and Partners Ltd (Mr Tom Hutchinson) [29954]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Agree with the redevelopment of the Winslow Centre for additional C2 accommodation for older people. It is a more
accessible location within the town than the previously proposed site at WIN020 - Buckingham Rd (Winslow
Neighbourhood Plan site).

Agree with the redevelopment of the Winslow Centre for additional C2 accommodation for older people. It is a more
accessible location within the town than the previously proposed site at WIN020 - Buckingham Rd (Winslow
Neighbourhood Plan site).

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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37643764 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal, Planning Manager) [32730]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Sport England considers that the proposed further changes would benefit from clarification that the "replacement sports
hub" should be provided to at least equivalent or better in terms of quality; quantity and accessibility in accordance with
NPPF para 97 and Sport England's playing fields policy.

Officer note: This was submitted as a supporting representation but as it is requiring a change it should be Objection and
has been treated as such)

Sport England considers that the proposal relates to the loss of playing field land. 

On that basis, Sport England is a statutory consultee on any subsequent planning application for the redevelopment of
the site. It will be important that any proposed replacement scheme as identified below as the "replacement sports hub"
meets national planning policy framework para 97 and Sport England's E4 exception policy contained within its playing
fields policy. This states:

"The area of playing field to be lost as a result of the proposed development will be replaced, prior to the commencement
of development, by a new area of playing field:
▪ of equivalent or better quality, and
▪ of equivalent or greater quantity, and
▪ in a suitable location, and
▪ subject to equivalent or better accessibility and management arrangements.

Sport England considers that the proposed further changes would benefit from clarification that the replacement
provision should be provided to at least equivalent or better in terms of quality; quantity and accessibility in accordance
with NPPF para 97 and Sport England's playing fields policy.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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37663766 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Llew Monger [33033]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The proposal for 87 C2 units is ill-considered and is contrary to the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst the WNP
allocates the site for up to 30 C2 units the proposal in FMM83 would amount to a 176% increase in scale which would be
unsustainable. The site has two access roads, both of which are severely constrained by the lack of off-street parking. In
operational terms both roads are effectively single track with passing places. Such a large C2 development, separated as
it would be, from other mixed housing would not encourage inter-generational contact and create a ghetto effect.

WINSLOW NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
FMM83 proposes a 176% increase in the number of C2 units allocated for this site (WIN026) in the Winslow
Neighbourhood Plan (WNP). The proposed change has been made without reference to the Town Council (Qualifying
body for the WNP) as was the initial allocation of 100 units on site 020 (see FMM82) which is allocated in the WNP for
the provision of replacement sports facilities. The qualifying body is committed to a quinquennial review of the WNP and
the first of these is currently under way. However initial proposals are only now being placed before the community and
will require significant more work before a formal Regulation 16 consultation can take place. This will then, of course,
require external examination and a community referendum with a positive outcome before it can be made. In the
circumstances the allocation of the site for 176% more C2 provision than currently proposed would seem to be
premature. 
VEHICULAR ACCESS TO THE SITE
WIN026 has two access roads, neither of which can sustain the level of traffic likely to need to access the site. Park Road
is, in effect, a single track road with passing places as only a few properties on the west side have off-street parking so
cars must be parked on the highway. The approach via Avenue Road to the site access point from High Street is similarly
constrained with on-street parking on both sides of the road. None of the properties have off-street parking though some
do have an access via an unmade road at the rear of the properties. The original WNP proposal for a small development
of up to 30 extra care units would not have been unlikely to cause undue access problems but the scale now proposed is
unsustainable. It is understood that the proposed C2 development on this site is likely to be 100% open market which
would deliver high levels of vehicle ownership and thus vehicular movements. An earlier iteration of development
proposals for the site included 24 open market homes. However, Buckinghamshire County Highways (as it was then)
advised against this being pursued as they would object on grounds of traffic volumes through Avenue Road. 
INAPPROPRIATE SCALE
The development of such a large concentration of dwellings for older people would create a ghetto. The original proposal
for up to thirty C2 units made in the Winslow Neighborhood Plan (WNP) would have been adjacent to the existing
Community Library and a new Medical Centre which was also proposed for the site in the WNP. Negotiations with the
CCG / NHS Property have broken down and there now appears to be no prospect of of a new medical centre being
developed. The site owners, Buckinghamshire Council, propose to demolish the building which houses the community
library to make way for the enlarged C2 provision.

We have an ageing, and increasingly active, population and it is important that suitable housing provision is made when
Local Plans are developed. Rather than develop large 'older-people-only' housing schemes it is surely preferable to build
smaller developments which are part of a wider scheme which would encourage inter-generational mixing and better
social opportunities. There is also scope for specialist developments as part of, or close to, new medical centre
developments as proposed for site WIN026 in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Whilst I am making this submission in a personal capacity I am also a member of Buckinghamshire

Council, representing the Winslow Ward. I led the development of the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan which was the first
in Buckinghamshire and one of the first in the country to be developed. Prior to the creation of Buckinghamshire Council I
was a member of Aylesbury Vale District Council for ten years throughout which time I sat on the Strategic Development
Committee and maintained a close interest in the development of VALP and its earlier iterations. I have also represented the
Winslow community at a number of Planning Appeals. I believe that I can make a valid contribution to the debate in the
event of a hearing.

None
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FMM084FMM084
38393839 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
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should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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FMM085FMM085
38893889 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM085 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7r8

In order to ensure that priority is given to redevelopment on the areas covered by Policy D7, the words “including the
development envisaged in Policy D7” should be added after “viability of the defined town centres” in Policy E5, as
proposed to be modified.

Officer note, soundness tests failed: justified

In order to ensure that priority is given to redevelopment on the areas covered by Policy D7, the words “including the
development envisaged in Policy D7” should be added after “viability of the defined town centres” in Policy E5, as
proposed to be modified.

Add “including the development envisaged in Policy D7” after “viability of the defined town centres” in Policy E5.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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39423942 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Coal Pensions Properties Limited [32080]
Agent:Agent: Lichfields (Ms Sarah Watts) [33080]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

We note, however, that within the Further Main Modifications (ref. MM186) Policy E5 continues to include
the requirement for an impact assessment threshold of 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.

Dear Sir/ Madam

On behalf of our client, Coal Pensions Properties Limited, we attach a representation form and accompanying letter in
response to the VALP Further Main Modifications Consultation.

We trust that the attached 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.

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan – Representations to the VALP Further Main
Modifications Consultation 2020-2021

On behalf of our client, Coal Pensions Properties Limited, we write in relation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP) Further 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 as
well as written representations in December 2019 in respect of the VALP Main Modifications consultation.

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, including the removal of Criterion B and we welcome this change.
We note, however, that within the Further Main Modifications (ref. MM186) Policy E5 continues to include
the requirement for an impact assessment threshold of 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.
National planning guidance (paragraph 015 Reference ID: 2b-015-20190722) clearly indicates lower locally
set impact thresholds will only be appropriate where:
• the 2,500 sq.m threshold would be significant relative to Aylesbury town centre;
• Aylesbury town centre’s existing viability and vitality is particularly vulnerable;
• there have been cumulative effects of recent developments on Aylesbury town centre; and
• there are likely to be effects on Aylesbury town centre’s strategy or other planned investment.

In our view none of these very specific circumstances exists in Aylesbury, therefore an impact threshold lower than 2,500
sq m is not justified.

Conclusion
In conclusion, 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 above and in our previous Hearing Statement and Main Modification representations.
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.

We consider an increase to 2,500 sq m would be appropriate for the reasons set out above and in our previous Hearing
Statement and Main Modification representations.

Not specified

Not specified
Appearance at the examination
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
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Attachments:Attachments:

relation to this draft policy, prepared a Hearing Statement and attended the Examination in Public in July 2018 on our
client’s behalf as well as written representations in December 2019 in respect of the VALP Main Modifications consultation.

None
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FMM086FMM086
38903890 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM086 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7r9

Paragraphs 6.26, 6.27 and 6.28 should be rewritten to reflect correctly the effect of the amended use classes order and
to set out which uses are appropriate on the ground floor in the shopping frontages.

Officer note, soundness tests failed: justified, consistent with national policy. 

I do not agree with the views about class E in the new use classes order (UCO) expressed in modified paragraph 6.28.
Whilst the UCO lists the individuals uses which are included in class E, I believe that, in policy terms, the class is
indivisible and that it is not the intention of the UCO that sub-divisions of class E should be used for planning policy or
development management purposes (other than in respect of class E g) uses undertaken in conjunction with class B2
uses).

The use of any class existing pressures that falls within class E for any other use in that class is not development and
therefore does not require planning permission. I suggest that any attempt to control changes of use of existing
premises within the Primary Shopping Area from class E a), b) or c) to any other class E use would fail. Similarly, any
attempt to limit the use of new-build premises within the Primary Shopping Area to a particular element or elements of
class E, such as by the imposition of a condition, would also be likely to fail.

The UCO also introduces classes F1 and F2 and makes changes to the classification of sui generis uses (such as pubs
and takeaways) These have important implications for Policy E6 but are not mentioned in the proposed Further Main
Modifications. In addition, there are permitted development changes of use which affect uses in shopping frontages
(such as offices to residential). I understand that these are likely to change after 31 July 2021 in a manner which is at
present unknown but which could, for example, include freedom to change from any class E use to residential. Policy E6
need to allow for this possibility.

I have prepared the following matrix to assist in determining which uses are acceptable at ground floor level in primary
and secondary shopping frontages. See attached.

Whilst some class F1, F2 and sui generis uses are inappropriate at ground floor level in shopping frontages, they would
be acceptable above or below ground level. This is covered by policies D6, D7 and D8 in common with those parts of the
town centre outside the primary and secondary frontages and so does not need to be dealt with in Policy E6. The location
of residential uses in the town centre is dealt with in Policy D9.

Paragraphs 6.26, 6.27 and 6.28 of the Local Plan (and Policy E6 – see my representations on FMM087) should be
rewritten to take account of the above comments, to reflect better the fundamental changes made by the amended UCO,
to acknowledge the indivisibility of class E and to set out which uses are now appropriate on the ground floor in the
shopping frontages (as opposed to the rest of the town centre).

Paragraphs 6.26, 6.27 and 6.28 should be rewritten to reflect correctly the effect of the amended use classes order and
to set out which uses are appropriate on the ground floor in the shopping frontages.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To participate in any discussion on the effects of the amended use classes order on the plan.
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FMM087FMM087
38983898 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Policy E6 should be rewritten to reflect better the fundamental changes made in the use class order.

Officer note, soundness tests failed: justified, consistent with national policy. 

The purpose of Policy E6 is to set out what uses are acceptable at ground floor level in the “traditional” shopping streets
of Aylesbury (and Buckingham?) town centre and within the Friars Square and Hale Leys shopping centres with their fine-
grained, relatively small individual frontages, some of which are in Conservation Areas.

I agree with the definitions of the primary and secondary frontages shown on the policies map but Policy E6 needs to be
changed to reflect my representations on FMM086. In respect of the primary frontages, it should permit only class E uses
and permitted development changes of use from class E to other uses. As a result, I suggest that provisos a) and b) are
now unnecessary and un-implementable and should be deleted.

In respect of secondary frontages, Policy E6 should permit class E uses, permitted development changes of use from
class E to other uses and such further uses as are appropriate in secondary frontages. In my view, there are pubs, wine
bars, drinking establishments (including those with expanded food provision), takeaways, betting shops, payday loan
shops, laundrettes and amusement arcades. I suggest that other non-class E town centre uses would be inappropriate at
ground level but would be acceptable above or below ground floor level here and at any level elsewhere in the defined
town centre.

Proviso c) is unnecessary as all the visually prominent shops in Aylesbury are included in the primary shopping
frontages. It is also difficult to conceive of a situation where an appropriate use (as listed above) would not add to the
viability and vitality of the area. Proviso c) is therefore unnecessary and should be deleted. However, I suggest there is a
case for protecting the amenities of local residents from potentially significant harm due to smell, noise and anti-social
behaviour which could arise from generally acceptable and potentially “nuisance” uses such as pubs and takeaways in
secondary frontages. This could require the imposition of conditions limiting hours of opening.

I further suggest that “three non-class E a) uses” should be replaced by “two non-class E uses” in proviso d) as this better
reflects the effect of the use classes order and the greater range of uses now included in class E and which are therefore
already acceptable in shopping frontages. Otherwise there is a danger that changes of use within class E coupled with
other changes of use under the 3 adjoining properties proviso could result in a complete loss of shops in some
secondary frontages. In effect proviso d) should restrict sui generis uses, such as pubs, takeaways and beauty shops to
those occupying premises adjoining at least one class E use.

Replace Policy E6 as follows:

“E6 shop and business frontages.
Within the defined primary shopping frontages in town centres (as shown on the policies map and the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan (2015)) at ground floor level, only class E uses, changes of use from class E which are
permitted development and accesses to upper and lower floors will be permitted.

Where new class E uses are permitted, a window and entrance should be provided or retained which related well to the
design of the building and to the street scene and its setting. Regard should be given to the Aylesbury Vale Design SPD. 

Development within secondary frontages.

Within the defined secondary shopping frontages (as shown on the policies map and the Buckingham Neighbourhood
Development Plan (2015)) at ground floor level only the following uses will be permitted:

a) class E;
b) laundrettes, betting shops, pay day loan shops, public houses, wine bars, or other drinking establishments, including
such establishments with expanded food provision, hot food takeaways and amusement arcades, provided not more
than two such uses occupy adjoining premises (disregarding intervening accessways) and provided the development
would not cause significant harm to local amenities by reason of smell, noise or anti-social behaviour. Conditions may be
imposed to limit opening hours where appropriate;
c) changes of use from the above uses which are permitted development; and
d) accesses to upper and lower floors.

A window and entrance should be provided or retained which related well to the design of the building and to the street
scene and its setting. Regard should be given to the Aylesbury Vale Design SPD.
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM087 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rv

This policy shall apply to the secondary frontages in High Street Aylesbury until such time as this area is redeveloped in
accordance with Policy D7.”

NOTE: The shopping frontage policies in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan (2015) presumably need to
be updated to take account of the amended use classes order. Can this be achieved by applying the above Policy E6 to
Buckingham?

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To participate in any discussion on the effects of the new use classes order on the plan.
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FMM089FMM089
37143714 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr John Oliver [30897]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The status of ELR(S) and SLR has been reduced from critical to required in Policy T3 at FMM089.
Meanwhile, other planning applications affecting A41 traffic have been approved or recommended contingent on
mitigation works to be secured from ELR(S) and SLR.
Kingsbrook has produced unacceptably increased rat-running on Broughton Lane, the remedy for which now depends on
those two schemes.
Therefore, they remain critical for reducing that and A41 congestion, which is a Highway Authority statutory duty.

The status of ELR(S) and SLR has been reduced from critical to required in Policy T3 at FMM089.
Meanwhile, other planning applications affecting A41 traffic have been approved or recommended contingent on
mitigation works to be secured from ELR(S) and SLR.
Kingsbrook has produced unacceptably increased rat-running on Broughton Lane, the remedy for which now depends on
those two schemes.
Therefore, they remain critical for reducing that and A41 congestion, which is a Highway Authority statutory duty.

In particular, ELR(S) must remain critical to existing and further development in East Aylesbury.

Yes

No
Written Representation
None
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37263726 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr John Oliver [30897]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Officer note - rep was submitted against FMM001 but changed to FMM089.

As a Chartered Civil Engineer and Fellow of CIHT I consider the plan fails to recognise the duty of the Highway Authority
to provide and maintain a safe, effective and efficient strategic highway network for Aylesbury and its environs. That duty
is a statutory obligation and must not be constrained by planning needs or aspirations on individual sites.

As a Chartered Civil Engineer and Fellow of CIHT I consider the plan fails to recognise the duty of the Highway Authority
to provide and maintain a safe, effective and efficient strategic highway network for Aylesbury and its environs. That duty
is a statutory obligation and must not be constrained by planning needs or aspirations on individual sites.

Recognise the urgent need to reduce the network susceptibility to traffic congestion and to increase highway capacity in
line with already committed development.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
The Authority has been inadequately advised as to its rights, powers and duties concerning the highway

network.
None
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37613761 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

1) The Traffic modelling/evidence base is inadequate & non compliant with NPPG, based on outdated 2013 data.
2) The, mainly roads-based, transport strategy does not address through commuting/cross-town commuting.
3) It is not effective because It encourages more/longer car journeys, generating more CO2 producing miles, those
entering the town should be encouraged to use public transport/park and ride.
4) It does not address the existing congestion in Aylesbury but creates new congestion hotspots where new roads meet
the existing network.
5) It is inconsistent with National Policy, counter to NPPF para 103 and fails to take into account TCPA guidance.

This submission is on behalf of the Hampden Fields Action Group. The following is a summary only. It must be read in
conjunction with the full attached report from our transport consultants, Transport Planning Practice. 

1) The Traffic modelling and evidence base are outdated and non compliant with NPPG. As major transport
infrastructure is being proposed, the failure to comply with WebTAG guidelines is unacceptable. The VALP - in an area of
huge proposed land-use changes which is also designated as a Garden Town - requires a more focussed modelling
exercise and Transport Assessment than that so far undertaken. The data is now 8 years out of date. A new 2020
Aylesbury Transport Model has been released but not used in VALP while the Countywide Model remains outdated. As
highlighted in the TPP report, the councils own consultants clearly caveat is limitations and use. Thus, proposed policy
T3 not been positively prepared based on objectively assessed evidence. 

2) The, mainly roads-based, transport strategy being proposed for Aylesbury is not justified. 
In Appendix C, we include extracts from a report produced by Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) in 2009. Whilst the
report was based on travel surveys from 2005, it gives a good summary of local traffic patterns. BC have not offered any
more recent comparative traffic analysis to the Local Plan Examination, although they have suggested to the Examination
Hearings that such data might be available. 

From the 2005 surveys, it was estimated that only 12% of traffic on Aylesbury’s roads was “through” traffic (external-
external). This 12% would have been split between a range of permutations of cross-town movements between the
seven main radial routes approaching the town. 

3) We note that the largest concentrations of employment in the town are in the central area and along the A41 Bicester
Road corridor. The A41 corridor is where the major business parks are located. This is shown very powerfully in the map
attached on page 12 of the report, which is taken from page 20 of the Aylesbury Transport Strategy 2017 itself (located
under VALP Transport supporting evidence). During the weekday morning peak period, many commuters are destined for
the dark blue areas shown on the map. However, the proposed orbital road schemes will not improve access to these
zones. 

4) In planning a Garden Town, people making relatively local short distance internal-internal car journeys (i.e. with both
origin and destination within the town) should be encouraged to switch to more sustainable modes. Otherwise, the
proposed new orbital road system will, in many cases, result in longer car journeys than those that are currently made.
This behaviour will increase vehicle kilometres travelled and will generate additional air pollution and carbon dioxide.
Drivers coming into the town from outside (external-internal trips) should be encouraged to use public transport and park
and ride facilities. 
For these reasons, building a ring road to remove “through traffic” and cross-town traffic from central Aylesbury is not
justified. 

5) We conclude that on the basis of the available evidence, the proposed orbital road links will not function as a bypass.
If they are designed to be used by local traffic, this runs counter to Garden Town principles to reduce vehicle kilometres
travelled and encourage use of more sustainable modes. The roads are being proposed, mainly, as a means to “unlock”
various development sites around the edge of the built-up area. 
We note that the earlier versions of VALP, based on the Aylesbury Transport Strategy, envisaged virtually a complete ring
road around Aylesbury. The FMMs contain half of the ring road to the east of the town. This major change is not
adequately explained and justified by BC in the FMM background papers. 

6) The proposed new T3 is not Effective 
Setting aside our reservations about CSTM, our analysis based on the Do-Something Scenario 1A (with mitigation)
modelling shows that many of the proposed junctions on the ring road links will be over-capacity in 2033. In the 2033 Do-
Something 1A scenario (with mitigation) a driver approaching Aylesbury on the A418 north east, near Bierton, will have to
navigate about 12 junctions to traverse the town on the “ring road” and reach the A418 to the south west. BC’s own
traffic modelling shows that the driver would encounter congestion at many of the junctions in AM and PM peak periods.
So, in practice, the small volumes of “through traffic”, and the cross town internal-internal trips, might well stay on the
existing roads through the centre of the town. 
Therefore, the effectiveness of the proposed transport mitigation has not been adequately demonstrated. 
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: TPP HFAG VALP FMM089 Transport Review 07022021.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qg

7) Proposed policy T3 (FMM089) is Inconsistent with National Policy 
The proposed transport improvements are heavily focussed on road solutions with more sustainable modes - walking,
cycling and use of public transport - receiving a very low priority. This is counter to NPPF Chapter 9 on promoting
sustainable transport. NPPF Paragraph 103 states 
“Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the
need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and
improve air quality and public health.” 
Furthermore, the transport proposals in the VALP take no account of the principles that would be expected for a Garden
Town, as embodied in the TCPA guidance. 

Conclusion 
It has not been adequately demonstrated that Policy T3 and the associated transport strategy for Aylesbury is: 
• effective in mitigating the impacts of the proposed development; or 
• consistent with National Policy in terms of enabling the delivery of sustainable development in Aylesbury. 
Furthermore, the transport strategy, as presented, fails to address the priorities that would be expected for a Garden
Town, as outlined in TCPA guidance.

The countywide model needs updating, as we have argued for many years, to reflect national guidance where significant
new road infrastructure is involved. 
Rather than start with fixed roads which the council have been promoting for years, options should be considered to
reduce existing congestion in Aylesbury for example by considering moving of key infrastructure out of the existing town
centre and considering many more model shift options than currently have been. 
A new settlement may need to be considered if growth cannot be adequately accommodated at Aylesbury town.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The Hampden Fields Action Group has built up considerable expertise over the last decade which we are

sure the Inspector would want to hear first hand should he decide a hearing session necessary.
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38213821 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: David Lock Associates (Nick Freer) [29535]

The Plan (with FMM089) insofar as it relates to Buckingham is not positively planned and prepared or justified.
HLM is convinced of the need:
• for a comprehensive transport strategy founded upon or evolved from the BTS – and fully evidenced as being effective;
• for each allocation to be demonstrably capable of being mitigated
• to be crystal clear what allocations are specifically contributing towards in terms of highway and transport
infrastructure.
Equally, HLM are convinced that the VALP with MM210 and FMM089 – plus the relevant site allocations – do not meet
these tests which are at the heart of the NPPF soundness tests.

BUCKINGHAM SUBMISSION:

Sirs

Please find enclosed representations on the Further Main Modifications to the VALP – submitted on behalf of Hallam
Land Management (Buckingham)

1 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) [HLM(B)] has set out a number of objections to the policies of the submitted
VALP, and also to the Main Modifications, insofar as the Plan and the Main Modifications relate to Buckingham and the
planning and transportation strategy being set out therein.
2 Those objections to the submission version of the VALP were set out in some detail and heard at previous sessions of
the Examination prompting, in part, the Inspector to set out a preliminary finding that the VALP in it is initial form was
unsound in failing to include, in the VALP, the key infrastructure requirements upon which the delivery of the plan
depends. This conclusion was drawn, by the Inspector, notwithstanding the generic references in the VALP to the
Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) and the VALP IDP (which includes a broad range of infrastructure projects to be
implemented in Buckingham - including the Buckingham Western Link Road (WLR) and West Street/High Street Route
downgrade). HLM(B) is not aware that the IDP or Buckingham Transport Strategy has been updated since the earlier
sessions of the examination. Therefore, they are intended to continue to underpin the Plan.
3 AVDC sought to address the Inspectors concerns, in Main Modification 210 (August 2019) by setting out, in Policy T3,
the transport projects it would support in each location of the District. In Buckingham a number of schemes from the
Buckingham Transport Strategy and the VALP IDP were included in Policy T3, through MM210, albeit not the WLR nor the
High Street/West Street works.
4 MM082 and 084 also amended the policies relating to allocated sites BUC043 and BUC046 to insist that “a financial
contribution will be required towards funding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy”. MM083
deleted allocation BUC051 to the west of Buckingham in part, because, it was said to rely upon the WLR which could not
be delivered by site BUC051 alone (albeit that the necessary land controls were in place).
5 Detailed objections were raised to each of these Main Modifications by HLM(Buckingham), in timely fashion and
recognised by the Inspector in his Discussion Document No 8 (ED265) as meriting a further hearing session in relation to
the Buckingham sites and Buckingham Transport Strategy. This is to be arranged once the Inspector has been able to
consider representations on these Further Proposed Modifications to the VALP, including those set out here.
6 FMM089 proposes a further modification(s) of Policy T3 and compounds the concerns raised by HLM (Buckingham) at
MM stage. Specifically, at Buckingham, FMM089 proposes that the transport strategy for Buckingham be further
modified from that set out in the BTS and indeed in MM210. Specifically T3, as proposed to be further modified, now
appears to require specific listed transport schemes. Moreover, that list has been further amended: i) the A421/413 is
now to be upgraded to dual standard over a length now specified, ii) the BTS scheme for Improvement of the A413
Buckingham Road is now to be deleted from the Plan.
7 Hallam seeks not to repeat its objections to the MMs which were set out in full last year and which the Inspector is to
consider at a further session of the examination.
8 The gist of the previous and outstanding concerns is summarised below as context for this objection to FMM089. In
summary such concerns were that:
• Policy T3 sought simply to “actively support key transport proposals” not require them and hence was little more than a
safeguarding policy;
• The transport schemes added into T3 in Buckingham – did not reflect the evidence base, and in particular did not reflect
the Buckingham Transport Strategy;
• The absence of an adequate evidence base to enable a conclusion that allocations BUC043 or BUC046 or MM06 can be
adequately accommodated on the highway network or can be satisfactorily mitigated.
9 The importance of the Buckingham Transport Strategy was that it provided a comprehensive analysis of the transport
issues in the town and set out a comprehensive package of measures to address those Transport issues. Prominent
among the issues raised was the scale of congestion in the town centre in particular – a conclusion endorsed by the
additional evidence published alongside the Main Modifications:
• The Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (3 April 2019) (ED214B)
• The Buckingham Town Centre Modelling Report (24 May 2019) (ED214A)
• BCC’s advice Note (ED215)
10 Whilst AVDC and BCC argued that site BUC051 could no longer be supported because of the impact of its
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development on the town centre (in the absence of the WLR), HLM (Buckingham) argued strongly that there simply was
not the evidence to demonstrate that ANY of the proposed allocations could be mitigated in the absence of a
wholehearted policy to deliver the Buckingham Transport Strategy (either as proposed or refined).
11 The remedy suggested by HLM(Buckingham) comprised one or more of the following:
• The removal of proposed allocations at Buckingham and the devolution of such allocations to the ongoing review of the
Buckingham Neighbourhood plan;
• The alternative of the inclusion of additional allocations such as BUC025, to support the delivery of the Buckingham
Transport Strategy – the BTS having been prepared and assessed having regard to sites such as BUC025 ad BCC in its
evidence base noting the acceptability of BUC025 in its updated evidence base;
• The inclusion in T3 of each element of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (including the WLR), rather than a selection
of elements
• A stronger commitment to allocations funding all rather than selected elements of the BTS – as drafted MM082 and
084 seek simply a financial contribution – failing to be precise as to what is required in development sites
12 FMM089 sets out different remedies which are unsatisfactory and objected to.
13 First FMM089 proposes that T3 be further modified by deleting the reference to critical and necessary infrastructure
and instead should refer to “required” infrastructure. At face value this is helpful yet it sits within a policy that remains “to
actively support key transport proposals including those identified in both the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and
Buckingham Transport Strategy”. Any intention to require the delivery of the listed elements of infrastructure appears to
be contradicted by an overall intention only to actively encourage the key transport proposals in the opening line of the
policy.
14 Moreover, the amended wording is far from clear and leaves developers unclear of their obligations. As per FMM089
the policy now seeks to resist planning permission for development “that would prejudice or diminish the integrity of the
implementation of existing or protected and supported required transport schemes identified in the list below”. The
convoluted wording of the policy is very confusing. Is the test that development proposals should be resisted if they
physically compromise the implementation of transport schemes? Or is it that proposals should be resisted if they do not
properly fund and ensure the delivery of the listed transport schemes – presumably the schemes necessary to mitigate
the development (including town wide strategies such as at Buckingham).
15 Second, FMM089 proposes substantial changes to the required transport infrastructure at Buckingham: i) the
A421/413 is now to be upgraded to dual standard over a length now specified, ii) the BTS scheme for Improvement of the
A413 Buckingham Road is now to be deleted from the plan and T3 as had been set out in MM210. In essence this
appears to be a different mitigation strategy again.
16 HLM (Buckingham) do not believe that the further (apparently ad hoc) changes to the required Transport strategy for
Buckingham are supported by appropriate evidence or are justified.
17 HLM (Buckingham) acknowledge that yet further evidence has been published (since the publication of the MM) by
Buckinghamshire Council in relation to Transport at Buckingham notably:
• Buckingham VALP Allocations - Statement on Highway Matters (ED257)
• VALP Modelling – Buckingham Additional Modelling Report (ED255) (October 2020)
• RES002 Response to Representations made by Hallam Land Management by Buckinghamshire Council in relation to
Highways and Transportation Matters
18 Much of the additional evidence appears to be a defence of the position set out in MM083 and MM210 and a
response to previous objections made by HLM(Buckingham). It seeks retrospectively to seek to plug some of the gaps in
the evidence base previously identified by HLM. It does little more than seek to compare the merits of the individual sites
at Buckingham and how the deleted BUC051 performs relative to the others. It is a justification for MM083 (the deletion
of BUC051) rather than an evidence base that supports the overall transport strategy for Buckingham and the policy set
out in T3– as now proposed to be further modified in FMM089.
19 Technically the additional evidence is flawed in a number of respects (See Appendix 1 – Technical Note 4 prepared by
Brookbanks):
• The assessments made have a very narrow focus on the allocations and no reconsideration of which elements of the
BTS are required to address transport issues in Buckingham and/or mitigated the impacts of the proposed developments
• The assessments were very limited being based on a static Arcady model rather than County Strategic Transport Model;
• The assessments did not consider the impacts of developments, only the on congestion at two town centre junctions
• The latest assessments included no additional modelling to assess the effectiveness of the BTS or elements thereof.
20 In addition, while the latest evidence is said to conclude that the allocation of BUC051 would have a greater impact on
the highway network than of other sites, it is apparent that all other sites will have highway impacts and that no
conclusion is set that demonstrates that impact and the effects of the mitigation measures set out in T3 and FMM089.
21 Of greater significance there is no attempt to justify, or evidence, the additional FMM089 changes to the Transport
Strategy for the town. HLM is unaware of any evidence to support the deletion in FMM089 of the A413 improvements
from the schedule of required schemes in T3.
22 Originally the preparation of the Buckingham Transport Strategy was a laudable attempt to establish a comprehensive
and coherent basis for delivering both development and transport improvements in the town – recognising existing and
new congestion and journey time issues. It provided clarity and it was on this basis that HLM (Buckingham) in securing
consent for 400 dwellings on land to the west of the town (15/01218/AOP) contributed some £800,000 as a Strategic
Transport Contribution
23 Although still referenced in T3, the BTS appears to have been watered down, or broken up into individual elements – in
a manner unsupported by any new evidence base. HLM(B) is of the firm view that far from providing certainty for the
community and developers, there is no settled comprehensive transport strategy for the town. There is therefore no
settled basis for contributions (as are now required by MM82 and MM084). The latest adjustment of the strategy –
deletion of reference to the A413 improvements is not supported anywhere by evidence (it seems).
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24 For all of these reasons, the Plan (with FMM089) insofar as it relates to Buckingham is not positively planned and
prepared or justified.
25 HLM (Buckingham) do not hold unwaveringly to the need to provide the WLR as part of that comprehensive strategy.
It is possible that there are alternatives and that development should be focussed on the south side of town (BUC025) to
ensure the delivery of those options). However HLM is convinced of the need:
• for comprehensive transport strategy founded upon or evolved from the BTS – and fully evidenced as being effective;
• for each allocation to be demonstrably capable of being mitigated (and not simply retained because of a perceived
lesser impact that BUC051, and merely deleting others.)
• to be crystal clear what allocations are specifically contributing towards in terms of highway and transport
infrastructure.
26 Equally, HLM are convinced that the VALP with MM210 and FMM089 – plus the relevant site allocations – do not
meet these tests which are at the heart of the NPPF soundness tests.

AYLESBURY SUBMISSION:

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

Please find enclosed representations on the Further Main Modifications to the VALP – submitted on behalf of Hallam
Land Management (Aylesbury). 

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of the representations. 

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021.
2 As our previous representations have outlined, HLM (A) have 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 Following the Inspector’s Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), the Council amended Policy T3 (via MM210) to
include the key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends.
4 The North East Link road was included within the amended Policy T3, as a ‘necessary’ piece of infrastructure upon
which the VALP depends.
5 Policy T3 is proposed to be further modified by FMM089, removing reference to both the North East Link Road and
Western Link road (between A418 and A41). This directly contradicts the amendment made in MM210 to explicitly
include – as critical and necessary – the North East Link Road in the VALP. It does so without any additional basis in
evidence or clear justification.
6 The North East Link Road was included in T3 at MM stage for clear and obvious reasons.
7 As noted in reps at Main Modifications stage:
• it was 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 included the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418.
• it is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination document
EC279, AVDC had recognised that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current issues in
relation to the capacity of the Network.
• more important still, the North East Link Road was essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan.
8 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.
9 The Technical Note drew 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. The Markides Technical Note highlighted 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].
10 The publication of MM210 reflected the contribution of the NE Link Road including its provision of critical and
necessary.
11 Since the publication of the MM, additional modelling has been published by Buckingham Council – explicitly the
VALP Modelling Countywide Local Plan Modelling Report Phase 4 (ED254). It is dated May 2020.
12 Hallam Land Management has reviewed the further modelling work that was carried out last year, including in the note
prepared by Markides Associates on its behalf (attached as appendix 1). HLM note that this latest assessment work
includes a new mitigation scenario which excludes the North East Link Road (along with the Western Link Road). It is a
further iteration from the 2017 Phase 3 modelling report employing virtually the same development allocation.
13 Hallam Land Management continues to have significant concerns arising from the work technically and in terms of
the results. There are concerns with the validation of the model and how heavily the subsequent forecasts can be relied
on. It appears that some of the Do Something model results are unexpectedly inconsistent with the previous Phase 3
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

modelling when they have been reproduced in the Phase 4 report, despite there being very little change in the
development assumptions. Moreover the mitigation model runs show a deterioration in congestion levels and journey
times on highway routes in the eastern part of the, indicating that the omission of the North East Link Road may result in
impacts of the Local Plan development being severe.
14 FMM089, and its deletion of the North East Link Road, is “explained” in Buckinghamshire Council’s response to
Hallam Land Management (HLM) Aylesbury’s representations to the VALP Main Modifications in Examination Document
ED263 (Schedule of Councils responses to representations made on the Proposed Main Modifications consultation).
Buckinghamshire Council argues that ‘Policy T3 now refers to ‘required’ infrastructure which is essential to enable or
unlock strategic housing or employment floorspace.’ It is on this basis that the North Eastern Link Road (NELR) has been
removed from Table 16 (within Policy T3), as Buckinghamshire Council state that it has been removed as the ‘NELR is not
considered to be required to enable or unlock strategic housing or employment space proposed within the VALP’.
15 Neither the previous (Phase 3), nor the latest (Phase 4), modelling appears to provide the evidence that this is the
case or that T3 (without the NELR and WLR) would not result in serious or severe transport impacts.
16 Independent from the technical transport evidence, the North East Link Road, remains a commitment in the up to date
strategic planning and investment context for the town of Aylesbury and funding obtained for the town on the basis of an
overarching Garden Town Strategy that included the NELR.
17 Specifically:
• the Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan, dated July 2020, includes a North East Link Road Feasibility Study update as a
‘Medium term (2024-2028)’ action which commits the Council to undertake work described as an “update to the route
alignment study for proposed section of orbital link road, considering longer term development potential and
relationships to Garden Town proposals.” Furthermore the “North East Link Road Route design and potential delivery” is
basis of comprehensive delivery strategy to transform Aylesbury into a Garden Town over the coming decades” (Minutes
of Buckinghamshire Council Meeting 15th July 2020). included as a long-term (2029-2033) action. Such actions are
clearly within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan period (2013-2033). The Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan was
approved by Buckinghamshire Council on 15th July 2020 and clearly demonstrates the Council’s commitment to the
Masterplan as “the basis of comprehensive delivery strategy to transform Aylesbury into a Garden Town over the coming
decades” (Minutes of Buckinghamshire Council Meeting 15th July 2020).
• Aylesbury Garden Town is included as a key ‘growth and development’ opportunity within Buckinghamshire Growth
Board’s Buckinghamshire Recovery and Growth Proposal, submitted to the Government. The Buckinghamshire Recovery
and Growth Proposal includes a priority to “front load the delivery of 50,000 homes by 2036, regenerating and reviving
towns, and consolidating the opportunity presented by major innovative developments such as Aylesbury Garden
Town…”. A proposed project as part of the application for the Single Pot investment Fund is “Aylesbury Transport
Improvements”.
• the North East Link road is referred to in the Pre Submission Version of the Bierton with Broughton Neighbourhood Plan
(October 2020 version). The aspiration section of the proposed Plan states “it is recognised that, during the life of the
plan, there may be Strategy Developments outside of the current Development Boundaries, including but not limited to
the Northern Link Road to complete the outer ring road around Aylesbury”.
18 It is therefore clear that the North Eastern Link Road is a long standing commitment and future requirement
associated with Aylesbury Garden Town and Buckinghamshire Council’s ambitions for growth within the Plan period and
further to 2050.
19 HLM (A) question whether FMM089 omits the North East Link Road simply because of uncertainty regarding
deliverability – particularly in the light of a reconsideration of the Oxfordshire Cambridgeshire Expressway proposals of
which it once might have formed a small part. In reality, development can of course assist with delivery.
20 Specifically, HLM(A) requests that a reference to the North East Link Road, in the context of Buckinghamshire Council
/ Aylesbury Garden Town’s long standing commitment to the Aylesbury Transport Strategy, be retained within policy T3
of the VALP to ensure that it is recognised as a future Plan requirement – a matter for the Buckinghamshire Plan,
required to be adopted by 2025 (five years since vesting day of Buckinghamshire Council).

See attachment Markides Associates
Review of Updated Aylesbury Countywide
Model Prepared for: Hallam Land Management
9 February 2021

(Officer addition - see attachment for formatting strike through and deleted text)
HLM has set out previously the changes required to address the failings of Policy T3 as proposed to be modified by
MM210. These include requiring the delivery of key infrastructure and confirmation that the policy – and hence the
contributions – should explicitly refer to, and be linked to, the Western Link Road. FMM089 changes T3 again yet do not
assists with the overarching requirement that:
a) There should be certainty regarding the package of improvements required to address the identified transport issues
in the town (including Town Centre congestion) and to mitigate the impact of new allocations
b) No planning permission will be issued unless a financial contribution is made towards this common package or
measures on a fair and equitable basis
c) The measures proposed are specific costed and deliverable and consistent with the objectives of the BTS
d) That such a mechanism for delivering infrastructure should require developments or allocations to come forward, best
planned through the forthcoming Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan review (noting that the costing of the measures
required may necessitate additional allocations).
Specifically the third para of T3 as proposed to be modified by MM210 and FMM089 should be amended to reflect the
above requirements and the specific circumstances of Buckingham. The first sentence of para 3 should be amended as
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Nick Freer - David Lock Associates for Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75w
Nick Freer - David Lock Associates for Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75f

follows: “Planning permission will not be granted for development that would not make a proportionate contribution to a
comprehensive package of measures and transport measures prejudice or diminish the integrity of the Implementation
of existing or protected and supported required transport schemes identified in the list below or as otherwise set out in
settlement wide transport strategies”
Add to third para: “In the case of Buckingham, a comprehensive package of measures, including necessary supporting
allocations should be set out in the review of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan”

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) has raised serious and substantial issues concerning the

soundness of the Proposed Modifications – in particular in relation to the delivery of infrastructure and the related site
allocation process at Buckingham. HLM(B) has detailed knowledge to contribute in a reopened examination – both through
recent development carried out in Buckingham and through further land controls . HLM(B) has the potential to play a key role
in addressing infrastructure delivery to overcome the deficiencies set out in the VALP as proposed to be modified.
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38223822 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: David Lock Associates (Nick Freer) [29535]

HLM(A) objects to the removal of the North East Link Road from amended Policy T3. The North East Link Road is clearly
an important component of the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and Aylesbury Garden Town. The North East Link Road
should be included as a requirement for future growth in the Aylesbury area, if not within this plan should the Inspector
find the impact upon the existing road network is ‘severe’ without it.

BUCKINGHAM SUBMISSION:

Sirs

Please find enclosed representations on the Further Main Modifications to the VALP – submitted on behalf of Hallam
Land Management (Buckingham)

1 Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) [HLM(B)] has set out a number of objections to the policies of the submitted
VALP, and also to the Main Modifications, insofar as the Plan and the Main Modifications relate to Buckingham and the
planning and transportation strategy being set out therein.
2 Those objections to the submission version of the VALP were set out in some detail and heard at previous sessions of
the Examination prompting, in part, the Inspector to set out a preliminary finding that the VALP in it is initial form was
unsound in failing to include, in the VALP, the key infrastructure requirements upon which the delivery of the plan
depends. This conclusion was drawn, by the Inspector, notwithstanding the generic references in the VALP to the
Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS) and the VALP IDP (which includes a broad range of infrastructure projects to be
implemented in Buckingham - including the Buckingham Western Link Road (WLR) and West Street/High Street Route
downgrade). HLM(B) is not aware that the IDP or Buckingham Transport Strategy has been updated since the earlier
sessions of the examination. Therefore, they are intended to continue to underpin the Plan.
3 AVDC sought to address the Inspectors concerns, in Main Modification 210 (August 2019) by setting out, in Policy T3,
the transport projects it would support in each location of the District. In Buckingham a number of schemes from the
Buckingham Transport Strategy and the VALP IDP were included in Policy T3, through MM210, albeit not the WLR nor the
High Street/West Street works.
4 MM082 and 084 also amended the policies relating to allocated sites BUC043 and BUC046 to insist that “a financial
contribution will be required towards funding appropriate elements of the Buckingham Transport Strategy”. MM083
deleted allocation BUC051 to the west of Buckingham in part, because, it was said to rely upon the WLR which could not
be delivered by site BUC051 alone (albeit that the necessary land controls were in place).
5 Detailed objections were raised to each of these Main Modifications by HLM(Buckingham), in timely fashion and
recognised by the Inspector in his Discussion Document No 8 (ED265) as meriting a further hearing session in relation to
the Buckingham sites and Buckingham Transport Strategy. This is to be arranged once the Inspector has been able to
consider representations on these Further Proposed Modifications to the VALP, including those set out here.
6 FMM089 proposes a further modification(s) of Policy T3 and compounds the concerns raised by HLM (Buckingham) at
MM stage. Specifically, at Buckingham, FMM089 proposes that the transport strategy for Buckingham be further
modified from that set out in the BTS and indeed in MM210. Specifically T3, as proposed to be further modified, now
appears to require specific listed transport schemes. Moreover, that list has been further amended: i) the A421/413 is
now to be upgraded to dual standard over a length now specified, ii) the BTS scheme for Improvement of the A413
Buckingham Road is now to be deleted from the Plan.
7 Hallam seeks not to repeat its objections to the MMs which were set out in full last year and which the Inspector is to
consider at a further session of the examination.
8 The gist of the previous and outstanding concerns is summarised below as context for this objection to FMM089. In
summary such concerns were that:
• Policy T3 sought simply to “actively support key transport proposals” not require them and hence was little more than a
safeguarding policy;
• The transport schemes added into T3 in Buckingham – did not reflect the evidence base, and in particular did not reflect
the Buckingham Transport Strategy;
• The absence of an adequate evidence base to enable a conclusion that allocations BUC043 or BUC046 or MM06 can be
adequately accommodated on the highway network or can be satisfactorily mitigated.
9 The importance of the Buckingham Transport Strategy was that it provided a comprehensive analysis of the transport
issues in the town and set out a comprehensive package of measures to address those Transport issues. Prominent
among the issues raised was the scale of congestion in the town centre in particular – a conclusion endorsed by the
additional evidence published alongside the Main Modifications:
• The Revised County Modelling for Buckingham (3 April 2019) (ED214B)
• The Buckingham Town Centre Modelling Report (24 May 2019) (ED214A)
• BCC’s advice Note (ED215)
10 Whilst AVDC and BCC argued that site BUC051 could no longer be supported because of the impact of its
development on the town centre (in the absence of the WLR), HLM (Buckingham) argued strongly that there simply was
not the evidence to demonstrate that ANY of the proposed allocations could be mitigated in the absence of a
wholehearted policy to deliver the Buckingham Transport Strategy (either as proposed or refined).
11 The remedy suggested by HLM(Buckingham) comprised one or more of the following:
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• The removal of proposed allocations at Buckingham and the devolution of such allocations to the ongoing review of the
Buckingham Neighbourhood plan;
• The alternative of the inclusion of additional allocations such as BUC025, to support the delivery of the Buckingham
Transport Strategy – the BTS having been prepared and assessed having regard to sites such as BUC025 ad BCC in its
evidence base noting the acceptability of BUC025 in its updated evidence base;
• The inclusion in T3 of each element of the Buckingham Transport Strategy (including the WLR), rather than a selection
of elements
• A stronger commitment to allocations funding all rather than selected elements of the BTS – as drafted MM082 and
084 seek simply a financial contribution – failing to be precise as to what is required in development sites
12 FMM089 sets out different remedies which are unsatisfactory and objected to.
13 First FMM089 proposes that T3 be further modified by deleting the reference to critical and necessary infrastructure
and instead should refer to “required” infrastructure. At face value this is helpful yet it sits within a policy that remains “to
actively support key transport proposals including those identified in both the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and
Buckingham Transport Strategy”. Any intention to require the delivery of the listed elements of infrastructure appears to
be contradicted by an overall intention only to actively encourage the key transport proposals in the opening line of the
policy.
14 Moreover, the amended wording is far from clear and leaves developers unclear of their obligations. As per FMM089
the policy now seeks to resist planning permission for development “that would prejudice or diminish the integrity of the
implementation of existing or protected and supported required transport schemes identified in the list below”. The
convoluted wording of the policy is very confusing. Is the test that development proposals should be resisted if they
physically compromise the implementation of transport schemes? Or is it that proposals should be resisted if they do not
properly fund and ensure the delivery of the listed transport schemes – presumably the schemes necessary to mitigate
the development (including town wide strategies such as at Buckingham).
15 Second, FMM089 proposes substantial changes to the required transport infrastructure at Buckingham: i) the
A421/413 is now to be upgraded to dual standard over a length now specified, ii) the BTS scheme for Improvement of the
A413 Buckingham Road is now to be deleted from the plan and T3 as had been set out in MM210. In essence this
appears to be a different mitigation strategy again.
16 HLM (Buckingham) do not believe that the further (apparently ad hoc) changes to the required Transport strategy for
Buckingham are supported by appropriate evidence or are justified.
17 HLM (Buckingham) acknowledge that yet further evidence has been published (since the publication of the MM) by
Buckinghamshire Council in relation to Transport at Buckingham notably:
• Buckingham VALP Allocations - Statement on Highway Matters (ED257)
• VALP Modelling – Buckingham Additional Modelling Report (ED255) (October 2020)
• RES002 Response to Representations made by Hallam Land Management by Buckinghamshire Council in relation to
Highways and Transportation Matters
18 Much of the additional evidence appears to be a defence of the position set out in MM083 and MM210 and a
response to previous objections made by HLM(Buckingham). It seeks retrospectively to seek to plug some of the gaps in
the evidence base previously identified by HLM. It does little more than seek to compare the merits of the individual sites
at Buckingham and how the deleted BUC051 performs relative to the others. It is a justification for MM083 (the deletion
of BUC051) rather than an evidence base that supports the overall transport strategy for Buckingham and the policy set
out in T3– as now proposed to be further modified in FMM089.
19 Technically the additional evidence is flawed in a number of respects (See Appendix 1 – Technical Note 4 prepared by
Brookbanks):
• The assessments made have a very narrow focus on the allocations and no reconsideration of which elements of the
BTS are required to address transport issues in Buckingham and/or mitigated the impacts of the proposed developments
• The assessments were very limited being based on a static Arcady model rather than County Strategic Transport Model;
• The assessments did not consider the impacts of developments, only the on congestion at two town centre junctions
• The latest assessments included no additional modelling to assess the effectiveness of the BTS or elements thereof.
20 In addition, while the latest evidence is said to conclude that the allocation of BUC051 would have a greater impact on
the highway network than of other sites, it is apparent that all other sites will have highway impacts and that no
conclusion is set that demonstrates that impact and the effects of the mitigation measures set out in T3 and FMM089.
21 Of greater significance there is no attempt to justify, or evidence, the additional FMM089 changes to the Transport
Strategy for the town. HLM is unaware of any evidence to support the deletion in FMM089 of the A413 improvements
from the schedule of required schemes in T3.
22 Originally the preparation of the Buckingham Transport Strategy was a laudable attempt to establish a comprehensive
and coherent basis for delivering both development and transport improvements in the town – recognising existing and
new congestion and journey time issues. It provided clarity and it was on this basis that HLM (Buckingham) in securing
consent for 400 dwellings on land to the west of the town (15/01218/AOP) contributed some £800,000 as a Strategic
Transport Contribution
23 Although still referenced in T3, the BTS appears to have been watered down, or broken up into individual elements – in
a manner unsupported by any new evidence base. HLM(B) is of the firm view that far from providing certainty for the
community and developers, there is no settled comprehensive transport strategy for the town. There is therefore no
settled basis for contributions (as are now required by MM82 and MM084). The latest adjustment of the strategy –
deletion of reference to the A413 improvements is not supported anywhere by evidence (it seems).
24 For all of these reasons, the Plan (with FMM089) insofar as it relates to Buckingham is not positively planned and
prepared or justified.
25 HLM (Buckingham) do not hold unwaveringly to the need to provide the WLR as part of that comprehensive strategy.
It is possible that there are alternatives and that development should be focussed on the south side of town (BUC025) to
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ensure the delivery of those options). However HLM is convinced of the need:
• for comprehensive transport strategy founded upon or evolved from the BTS – and fully evidenced as being effective;
• for each allocation to be demonstrably capable of being mitigated (and not simply retained because of a perceived
lesser impact that BUC051, and merely deleting others.)
• to be crystal clear what allocations are specifically contributing towards in terms of highway and transport
infrastructure.
26 Equally, HLM are convinced that the VALP with MM210 and FMM089 – plus the relevant site allocations – do not
meet these tests which are at the heart of the NPPF soundness tests.

AYLESBURY SUBMISSION:

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

Please find enclosed representations on the Further Main Modifications to the VALP – submitted on behalf of Hallam
Land Management (Aylesbury). 

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of the representations. 

1 Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) controls land to the north east of Aylesbury including site BIE021.
2 As our previous representations have outlined, HLM (A) have 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 Following the Inspector’s Interim Findings (IIF) (28th August 2018), the Council amended Policy T3 (via MM210) to
include the key infrastructure elements from the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) upon which the Plan depends.
4 The North East Link road was included within the amended Policy T3, as a ‘necessary’ piece of infrastructure upon
which the VALP depends.
5 Policy T3 is proposed to be further modified by FMM089, removing reference to both the North East Link Road and
Western Link road (between A418 and A41). This directly contradicts the amendment made in MM210 to explicitly
include – as critical and necessary – the North East Link Road in the VALP. It does so without any additional basis in
evidence or clear justification.
6 The North East Link Road was included in T3 at MM stage for clear and obvious reasons.
7 As noted in reps at Main Modifications stage:
• it was 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 included the North East Link Road between the A413 and A418.
• it is essential also from the perspective of the need to address current issues in the network. In Examination document
EC279, AVDC had recognised that the ATS measures (including North East Link Road) also address current issues in
relation to the capacity of the Network.
• more important still, the North East Link Road was essential to mitigate the impacts of the development proposed in the
VALP at Aylesbury and, in particular, in Policy D1 of the Plan.
8 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.
9 The Technical Note drew 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. The Markides Technical Note highlighted 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].
10 The publication of MM210 reflected the contribution of the NE Link Road including its provision of critical and
necessary.
11 Since the publication of the MM, additional modelling has been published by Buckingham Council – explicitly the
VALP Modelling Countywide Local Plan Modelling Report Phase 4 (ED254). It is dated May 2020.
12 Hallam Land Management has reviewed the further modelling work that was carried out last year, including in the note
prepared by Markides Associates on its behalf (attached as appendix 1). HLM note that this latest assessment work
includes a new mitigation scenario which excludes the North East Link Road (along with the Western Link Road). It is a
further iteration from the 2017 Phase 3 modelling report employing virtually the same development allocation.
13 Hallam Land Management continues to have significant concerns arising from the work technically and in terms of
the results. There are concerns with the validation of the model and how heavily the subsequent forecasts can be relied
on. It appears that some of the Do Something model results are unexpectedly inconsistent with the previous Phase 3
modelling when they have been reproduced in the Phase 4 report, despite there being very little change in the
development assumptions. Moreover the mitigation model runs show a deterioration in congestion levels and journey
times on highway routes in the eastern part of the, indicating that the omission of the North East Link Road may result in
impacts of the Local Plan development being severe.
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

LegallyLegally

14 FMM089, and its deletion of the North East Link Road, is “explained” in Buckinghamshire Council’s response to
Hallam Land Management (HLM) Aylesbury’s representations to the VALP Main Modifications in Examination Document
ED263 (Schedule of Councils responses to representations made on the Proposed Main Modifications consultation).
Buckinghamshire Council argues that ‘Policy T3 now refers to ‘required’ infrastructure which is essential to enable or
unlock strategic housing or employment floorspace.’ It is on this basis that the North Eastern Link Road (NELR) has been
removed from Table 16 (within Policy T3), as Buckinghamshire Council state that it has been removed as the ‘NELR is not
considered to be required to enable or unlock strategic housing or employment space proposed within the VALP’.
15 Neither the previous (Phase 3), nor the latest (Phase 4), modelling appears to provide the evidence that this is the
case or that T3 (without the NELR and WLR) would not result in serious or severe transport impacts.
16 Independent from the technical transport evidence, the North East Link Road, remains a commitment in the up to date
strategic planning and investment context for the town of Aylesbury and funding obtained for the town on the basis of an
overarching Garden Town Strategy that included the NELR.
17 Specifically:
• the Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan, dated July 2020, includes a North East Link Road Feasibility Study update as a
‘Medium term (2024-2028)’ action which commits the Council to undertake work described as an “update to the route
alignment study for proposed section of orbital link road, considering longer term development potential and
relationships to Garden Town proposals.” Furthermore the “North East Link Road Route design and potential delivery” is
basis of comprehensive delivery strategy to transform Aylesbury into a Garden Town over the coming decades” (Minutes
of Buckinghamshire Council Meeting 15th July 2020). included as a long-term (2029-2033) action. Such actions are
clearly within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan period (2013-2033). The Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan was
approved by Buckinghamshire Council on 15th July 2020 and clearly demonstrates the Council’s commitment to the
Masterplan as “the basis of comprehensive delivery strategy to transform Aylesbury into a Garden Town over the coming
decades” (Minutes of Buckinghamshire Council Meeting 15th July 2020).
• Aylesbury Garden Town is included as a key ‘growth and development’ opportunity within Buckinghamshire Growth
Board’s Buckinghamshire Recovery and Growth Proposal, submitted to the Government. The Buckinghamshire Recovery
and Growth Proposal includes a priority to “front load the delivery of 50,000 homes by 2036, regenerating and reviving
towns, and consolidating the opportunity presented by major innovative developments such as Aylesbury Garden
Town…”. A proposed project as part of the application for the Single Pot investment Fund is “Aylesbury Transport
Improvements”.
• the North East Link road is referred to in the Pre Submission Version of the Bierton with Broughton Neighbourhood Plan
(October 2020 version). The aspiration section of the proposed Plan states “it is recognised that, during the life of the
plan, there may be Strategy Developments outside of the current Development Boundaries, including but not limited to
the Northern Link Road to complete the outer ring road around Aylesbury”.
18 It is therefore clear that the North Eastern Link Road is a long standing commitment and future requirement
associated with Aylesbury Garden Town and Buckinghamshire Council’s ambitions for growth within the Plan period and
further to 2050.
19 HLM (A) question whether FMM089 omits the North East Link Road simply because of uncertainty regarding
deliverability – particularly in the light of a reconsideration of the Oxfordshire Cambridgeshire Expressway proposals of
which it once might have formed a small part. In reality, development can of course assist with delivery.
20 Specifically, HLM(A) requests that a reference to the North East Link Road, in the context of Buckinghamshire Council
/ Aylesbury Garden Town’s long standing commitment to the Aylesbury Transport Strategy, be retained within policy T3
of the VALP to ensure that it is recognised as a future Plan requirement – a matter for the Buckinghamshire Plan,
required to be adopted by 2025 (five years since vesting day of Buckinghamshire Council).

See attachment Markides Associates
Review of Updated Aylesbury Countywide
Model Prepared for: Hallam Land Management
9 February 2021

(Officer Note - See attachment for formatting strike through and underlined text)

It is apparent to HLM(A), in the light of the above and all previous evidence and submissions, that the North East Link
Road should be recognised in the VALP as a fundamental element of the Strategic Plan for Aylesbury. Such recognition
will ensure consistency with the evidence base, the Garden Town Strategy, the Aylesbury Transport Strategy.
Option 1 is simply to ensure that the North East Link Road is retained in the list of required schemes (ie. that FMM089 –
insofar as it relates to the Link Road – is rejected as a modification to the Plan).
Option 2, should it be determined that the NELR is not required to be delivered prior to the early phases of Delivering
Aylesbury Garden Town (VALP policy D1) (Hallam has not seen the evidence that this is the case) then alternative
recognition be given to its nevertheless ongoing strategic importance. The consequential requirement of the deletion of
the North East Link Road from the list of required schemes would be an explicit reference in the preamble to the list of
schemes in T3 in one of the following forms:
• First line amended as follows: “The council will actively support key transport proposals including these identified in
both the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and Buckingham Transport Strategy – such schemes to include identified priorities
not listed in Table 16 below and including the North East and Western Link Roads at Aylesbury”; or
• Third para amended as follows: “These required transport schemes are also shown on the Policies Map. In addition to
these required schemes, the Council will seek to bring forward other strategic transport priorities set out in the AGTS, ATS
and BTS – including explicitly the Aylesbury North East Link Road”.

Yes
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Nick Freer - David Lock Associates for Hallam Land Management (Aylesbury) -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75w
Nick Freer - David Lock Associates for Hallam Land Management (Buckingham) -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75f

No
Appearance at the examination
HLM(A) has detailed knowledge to contribute in a further hearing session regarding the Aylesbury

Transport Strategy and wishes to participate in a further hearing due to the updated Transport evidence submitted and the
subsequent amendments to proposed Policy T3 within the Further Modifications.
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38503850 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Boyer Planning (Mr Christopher Roberts) [32933]

We consider that FMM089, as relevant to Buckingham, would not represent a sound modification to the Plan. This is
because there is no compelling evidence to justify the proposed route upgrade on the A421 and A413.

Response to Proposed Further Main Modifications Consultation
Representation on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.
Wates Developments Ltd (‘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 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.
Whilst Wates supports and endorses the VALP in general, our client’s seek to raise a number of
specific concerns and comments, particularly in respect of further proposed main modifications
FMM089 and FMM091.
FMM089 – Proposed Modifications to Policy T3 ‘Supporting Local Transport Schemes’
The proposals associated with modification FMM089, seek to make various adjustments to VALP
Policy T3. Within Buckingham, the proposed modification would introduce a requirement for a route
upgrade on the A421 and A413, to dual carriageway status, between the Radclive Road roundabout
and A421/A413 roundabout (east).
We do not consider that the proposal for this new infrastructure is necessary, nor is any substantive
evidence put forward (by the Council) to justify its introduction or demonstrate its deliverability. Our
reasoning is fully explained in the accompanying Technical Note (prepared by iTransport). This is
provided at Appendix 1.
However, in summary, the transport modelling undertaken by the Council indicates that the scale of
new development envisaged at Buckingham (in conjunction with existing commitments) is limited
and will not give rise to impacts that merit mitigation in the form of a dual carriageway. Furthermore,
a review of the updated evidence base documents suggests that no specific feasibility work has
been undertaken, in order to confirm that the envisaged dualing is attainable and viable.
Related to this, a further concern is that the proposed modification envisages that the delivery of the
dual carriageway would partly rely on developer contributions. Any request for planning obligations
to deliver this dual carriageway (as may be sought through a planning application) would need to comply with the tests
set out at Regulation 122 of the ‘Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010’. It is not clear how the specified tests could be met, because the Council’s own modelling
suggests that the dual-carriageway is not necessary to mitigate the transport impacts of the
allocations proposed in the VALP.
As such, FMM089 (as relevant to Buckingham) cannot be regarded as justified, effective or
consistent with national policy.
FMM091 – Proposed Modifications to Policy T7 ‘Electric Vehicle Infrastructure’
This proposed further modification envisages an increase in the technical standards required for
electric vehicle charging points. In this respect, FMM091 seeks to further modify the standards set out in
MM218 (introduced in the previous Main Modifications consultation), such that charging points at private
dwellings must be 7.4kW/32A (as a minimum) instead of 3.7kW/16A.
In principle, Wates supports planning policies which require the inclusion of electric vehicle charging
points. However, based on experiences elsewhere, there can be issues regarding the capability of
the utility provider to supply sufficient electrical load to sites. Wates have taken advice on the matter
and do not anticipate this will negatively impact the allocation proposed via D-BUC046, as high voltage
transmission lines are proximate to the site. This makes it less likely that extensive upgrades
to the network would be required.
However, utility providers are generally unable to provide detailed electrical load assessments and
specify related infrastructure requirements, until after outline planning permission is granted and
often not before reserved matters submissions are made. This process creates a degree of
uncertainty, which is proving increasingly problematic, as the provision of electric vehicle charging
infrastructure becomes more widespread in new developments.
Taking this into account, we recommend that the supporting text to Policy T7 should be modified to
allow for flexibility, in those circumstances when the utility provider identifies significant concerns
regarding the supply of electrical load to a site, which cannot be practically overcome in a realistic
timeframe.
Such flexibility could be achieved by permitting (in specific circumstances) lower levels of immediate
charging point provision, whilst ensuring that all necessary groundwork and passive wiring is put in
place to facilitate the introduction of further charging infrastructure in future. This would allow for
development to take place, without prejudice to the future provision of charging points, when
electrical load issues have been overcome.
As such, although we agree that FMM091 is a reasonable modification in principle, there may be
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Christopher Roberts - Boyer Planning for Wates Developments Limited -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/738

instances where the supply of electrical load proves to be problematic in practice. The wording of
Policy T7 and/or its supporting text should therefore signal a degree of flexibility, in instances where
it can be demonstrated that there are genuine obstacles to the delivery of electric vehicle charging
infrastructure. This will assist in ensuring the effectiveness of the Plan.
Should you have any questions, then please do not hesitate to contact me, via the details overleaf.

Then attachment follows - Technical Note (prepared by iTransport) covering Buckingham and transport infrastructure.

-

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
Yes, in order to fully explain our assessment of the proposed modifications, as well as changes to the

associated evidence base, it will be necessary for us to participate in any future hearings.
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40054005 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium [27610]
Agent:Agent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr Brian Flynn, Associate) [29547]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM004, 005, 024, 028 & 033 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75x
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM028 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75j
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM057 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75k
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM058 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75z
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM089 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75m
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for HAL003 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75n
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for NLV001 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75y

Planning Officer Summary

The new link road for Shenley Park should be a requirement and should be a grid road.

Not sound - not justified or consistent with national policy

See attached documentation

It is requested that the following additional modification is made to FMM089 at Table 16 to Policy T3: 
Edge of Milton Keynes (North East Aylesbury Vale) - New roundabout access on A421 to serve Shenley Park and subject
to more detailed traffic modelling possible dualling between new access and Bottledump roundabout and link road grid
road through the site connecting the A421 with H6 and/or H7.
(see attached document for change's formatting)

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
SWMK Consortium submitted representations to Main Modifications MM076 in December 2019 which is

relevant to these Further Main Modifications, and in particular the proposed transport mitigation measures for the proposed
allocation at Shenley Park (WHA001).
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40274027 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) [33110]
Agent:Agent: Pegasus Group (for Revera Limited) (Harry Ramsey, Planner) [33111]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Pegasus for Revera Limited combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74f

It is suggested that Policy T3 should be further amended to make reference to the future aspiration of achieving a ‘North
Eastern Link Road’ from the A413(N) to the A418(N). The Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan recognises that the orbital
link road could be provided in the medium to longer term. This would help to work towards completing the orbital link
road. As such, this is considered to be an important future aspiration, and therefore, the VALP should make reference to
this in Policy T3.

Not sound as not justified or effective

See attached documentation

It is suggested that Policy T3 should be further amended to make reference to the future aspiration of achieving a ‘North
Eastern Link Road’ from the A413(N) to the A418(N). The Aylesbury Garden Town Masterplan recognises that the orbital
link road could be provided in the medium to longer term. This would help to work towards completing the orbital link
road. As such, this is considered to be an important future aspiration, and therefore, the VALP should make reference to
this in Policy T3.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
None given
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FMM091FMM091
38513851 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Boyer Planning (Mr Christopher Roberts) [32933]

We consider that FMM091 can be improved in order to improve the Plan’s effectiveness. 
Officer summary added:
We recommend that the supporting text to Policy T7 should be modified to allow for flexibility, in those circumstances
when the utility provider identifies significant concerns regarding the supply of electrical load to a site, which cannot be
practically overcome in a realistic timeframe. Such flexibility could be achieved by permitting (in specific circumstances)
lower levels of immediate charging point provision, whilst ensuring that all necessary groundwork and passive wiring is
put in
place to facilitate the introduction of further charging infrastructure in future. This would allow for development to take
place, without prejudice to the future provision of charging points, when electrical load issues have been overcome.

Response to Proposed Further Main Modifications Consultation
Representation on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.
Wates Developments Ltd (‘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 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.
Whilst Wates supports and endorses the VALP in general, our client’s seek to raise a number of
specific concerns and comments, particularly in respect of further proposed main modifications
FMM089 and FMM091.
FMM089 – Proposed Modifications to Policy T3 ‘Supporting Local Transport Schemes’
The proposals associated with modification FMM089, seek to make various adjustments to VALP
Policy T3. Within Buckingham, the proposed modification would introduce a requirement for a route
upgrade on the A421 and A413, to dual carriageway status, between the Radclive Road roundabout
and A421/A413 roundabout (east).
We do not consider that the proposal for this new infrastructure is necessary, nor is any substantive
evidence put forward (by the Council) to justify its introduction or demonstrate its deliverability. Our
reasoning is fully explained in the accompanying Technical Note (prepared by iTransport). This is
provided at Appendix 1.
However, in summary, the transport modelling undertaken by the Council indicates that the scale of
new development envisaged at Buckingham (in conjunction with existing commitments) is limited
and will not give rise to impacts that merit mitigation in the form of a dual carriageway. Furthermore,
a review of the updated evidence base documents suggests that no specific feasibility work has
been undertaken, in order to confirm that the envisaged dualing is attainable and viable.
Related to this, a further concern is that the proposed modification envisages that the delivery of the
dual carriageway would partly rely on developer contributions. Any request for planning obligations
to deliver this dual carriageway (as may be sought through a planning application) would need to comply with the tests
set out at Regulation 122 of the ‘Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010’. It is not clear how the specified tests could be met, because the Council’s own modelling
suggests that the dual-carriageway is not necessary to mitigate the transport impacts of the
allocations proposed in the VALP.
As such, FMM089 (as relevant to Buckingham) cannot be regarded as justified, effective or
consistent with national policy.
FMM091 – Proposed Modifications to Policy T7 ‘Electric Vehicle Infrastructure’
This proposed further modification envisages an increase in the technical standards required for
electric vehicle charging points. In this respect, FMM091 seeks to further modify the standards set out in
MM218 (introduced in the previous Main Modifications consultation), such that charging points at private
dwellings must be 7.4kW/32A (as a minimum) instead of 3.7kW/16A.
In principle, Wates supports planning policies which require the inclusion of electric vehicle charging
points. However, based on experiences elsewhere, there can be issues regarding the capability of
the utility provider to supply sufficient electrical load to sites. Wates have taken advice on the matter
and do not anticipate this will negatively impact the allocation proposed via D-BUC046, as high voltage
transmission lines are proximate to the site. This makes it less likely that extensive upgrades
to the network would be required.
However, utility providers are generally unable to provide detailed electrical load assessments and
specify related infrastructure requirements, until after outline planning permission is granted and
often not before reserved matters submissions are made. This process creates a degree of
uncertainty, which is proving increasingly problematic, as the provision of electric vehicle charging
infrastructure becomes more widespread in new developments.
Taking this into account, we recommend that the supporting text to Policy T7 should be modified to

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Christopher Roberts - Boyer Planning for Wates Developments Limited -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/738

allow for flexibility, in those circumstances when the utility provider identifies significant concerns
regarding the supply of electrical load to a site, which cannot be practically overcome in a realistic
timeframe.
Such flexibility could be achieved by permitting (in specific circumstances) lower levels of immediate
charging point provision, whilst ensuring that all necessary groundwork and passive wiring is put in
place to facilitate the introduction of further charging infrastructure in future. This would allow for
development to take place, without prejudice to the future provision of charging points, when
electrical load issues have been overcome.
As such, although we agree that FMM091 is a reasonable modification in principle, there may be
instances where the supply of electrical load proves to be problematic in practice. The wording of
Policy T7 and/or its supporting text should therefore signal a degree of flexibility, in instances where
it can be demonstrated that there are genuine obstacles to the delivery of electric vehicle charging
infrastructure. This will assist in ensuring the effectiveness of the Plan.
Should you have any questions, then please do not hesitate to contact me, via the details overleaf.

Then attachment follows - Technical Note (prepared by iTransport) covering Buckingham and transport infrastructure.

-

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
Yes, in order to fully explain our assessment of the proposed modifications, as well as changes to the

associated evidence base, it will be necessary for us to participate in any future hearings.
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FMM096FMM096
37043704 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

FMM096 should be clearly stating that a net gain in biodiversity is a requirement of NPPF. The modification to point e
has been watered down and should still specify "species" as well as habitats of importance., again a legal requirement
and "priority species" should be defined. Point c should reference baselining the current biodiversity of a site otherwise
how can one assess an application objectively and its impact? The methodology of measuring and demonstrating
impacts on biodiversity should be defined with minimums of report types specified - at present it is way too vague and
will result in inconsistent data

FMM096 should be clearly stating that a net gain in biodiversity is a requirement of NPPF. The modification to point e
has been watered down and should still specify "species" as well as habitats of importance., again a legal requirement
and "priority species" should be defined. Point c should reference baselining the current biodiversity of a site otherwise
how can one assess an application objectively and its impact? The methodology of measuring and demonstrating
impacts on biodiversity should be defined with minimums of report types specified - at present it is way too vague and
will result in inconsistent data

The terms of reference need to be specified. The Council should be more ambitious in defining what types of reports are
required (at least for all green field applications). It should be specifying that at a minimum a Phase 1 Habitat Survey,
Biodiversity net gain, protected species surveys are needed. I do not understand why these are not minimum
requirements. The reports should also be transparent and demonstrably clear in their methodology and use of data.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
My experience is that the Council is inconsistent in its approach to planning applications and needs to be

encouraged to improve its accountability and governance across the county - at present it is a patchwork and has a hit and
miss approach

None
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37333733 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Natural England (Ellen Satchwell, Sustainable Development Lead Advisor) [33027]

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.

Dear Sir or Madam,
Planning Consultation: Aylesbury Vale Local Plan – Further Main Modifications
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 15 December 2020 which was received by Natural England on the
same day.
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 our comments from the previous consultation on board. We have reviewed the
modifications and in particular Policies NE1-9 and I1, and have no further comments to make.
We have included some advisory comments, which should constitute best practice. Most are minor changes concerned
with wording of certain policies.
ADVISORY
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.
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.
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 the 18th November 2020 agreeing with the conclusions reached in the
Addendum Habitats Regulations Assessment (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. 
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Ellen Satchwell - Natural England - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/756

Yours sincerely,
Ellen Satchwell
Sustainable Development Lead Adviser
Thames Solent Team

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. Unless you know there is ecological mitigation
required, then remove the ‘as required’. All site allocations should require the provision of a measurable net gain in
biodiversity.

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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38653865 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas, Partnership
Manager) [29322]

The NEP supports most of the proposed further main modifications to the text at Policy NE1 (FMM096, MM228, Page
266, Policy NE1, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) – except for:

a. The proposed insertion at NE1 (c) 
The SPD should be focused on Biodiversity Net Gains – and not on “biodiversity and geodiversity” for the purpose of
clarity, and in line with practice. (This has also been picked up by Aecom in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum); 

and

b. The following requested wording amendments, for the purposes of clarity, to the text at NE1 (i): to ensure that it’s the
NEP’s Biodiversity Action Plan that is being referred to; and to ensure that it’s not just BOAs, but the “other areas of local
biodiversity priority” also being referred to throughout this section; and to make it clear that net gains cannot just be
achieved through a focus on biodiversity opportunity areas and other areas of biodiversity priority, but the objectives of
the BAP could be achieved elsewhere, outside those areas, too.
c. The NEP also suggests reference to supporting the objectives of the forthcoming Local Nature Recovery Strategy for
Buckinghamshire is a considered within the text.

Dear VALP Further Main Modifications Consultation Team,

I’ve attached for your attention the response from the Bucks & MK NEP to the Further Main Modifications consultation in
respect of the VALP.

I’d be grateful if you could please acknowledge receipt.

The NEP supports most of the proposed further main modifications to the text at Policy NE1 (FMM096, MM228, Page
266, Policy NE1, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) – except for:
a. The proposed insertion at NE1 (c) 
The SPD should be focused on Biodiversity Net Gains – and not on “biodiversity and geodiversity” for the purpose of
clarity, and in line with practice. (This has also been picked up by Aecom in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum); 

and

b. The following requested wording amendments, for the purposes of clarity, to the text at NE1 (i): to ensure that it’s the
NEP’s Biodiversity Action Plan that is being referred to; and to ensure that it’s not just BOAs, but the “other areas of local
biodiversity priority” also being referred to throughout this section; and to make it clear that net gains cannot just be
achieved through a focus on biodiversity opportunity areas and other areas of biodiversity priority, but the objectives of
the BAP could be achieved elsewhere, outside those areas, too.
c. The NEP also suggests reference to supporting the objectives of the forthcoming Local Nature Recovery Strategy for
Buckinghamshire is a considered within the text.

The NEP formally supports the following insertion, and Aecom’s comments in relation to it, in their Sustainability
Appraisal Addendum (at 9.2.4), to clarify that hard-surfaced areas do not comprise green infrastructure and will not be
counted as contributing to GI targets. 

FMM 098, MM reference MM 246, Page 299, Section 11.1: 

“Open space includes green infrastructure and also civic space including market squares and other hard surfaced
community areas used for community activities. However, hard surfaced or civic spaces do not count as providing green
infrastructure to meet Policy I1.”

Suggested additions in yellow; suggested deletions in red (Officer note: see attached representation form for formatting) 

NE1 (c )
“These gains must be measurable using best practice in biodiversity and green infrastructure accounting…to be set out in
a future Supplementary Planning Document the Biodiversity and Geodiversity SPD Accounting SPD.
NE1 (i)
“Planning conditions/obligations will be used to ensure net gains in biodiversity by helping to deliver the
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership’s Biodiversity Action Plan targets in the
biodiversity opportunity areas and other areas where biodiversity priorities can be delivered, including in areas of local
biodiversity priority. Where development is proposed within, or adjacent to, a biodiversity opportunity such an area,
biodiversity surveys and a report will be required to identify constraints and opportunities for biodiversity enhancement.

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Nicola Thomas - Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75g

Development which would prevent the aims of a Biodiversity Opportunity Area, and other areas that can deliver local
biodiversity priorities, from being achieved will not be permitted. Where there is potential for development, the design and
layout of the development should secure biodiversity enhancement and the Council will use planning conditions and
obligations as needed to help achieve the aims of the biodiversity opportunity area. A monitoring and management plan
will be required for biodiversity features on site to ensure their long-term suitable management (secured through
planning condition or Section 106 agreement)”

Suggested additions in yellow; suggested deletions in red (Officer note: Please see attached representation form for
formatting to changed text) 

NE1 (c )
“These gains must be measurable using best practice in biodiversity and green infrastructure accounting…to be set out in
a future Supplementary Planning Document the Biodiversity and Geodiversity SPD Accounting SPD.
NE1 (i)
“Planning conditions/obligations will be used to ensure net gains in biodiversity by helping to deliver the
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership’s Biodiversity Action Plan targets in the
biodiversity opportunity areas and other areas where biodiversity priorities can be delivered, including in areas of local
biodiversity priority. Where development is proposed within, or adjacent to, a biodiversity opportunity such an area,
biodiversity surveys and a report will be required to identify constraints and opportunities for biodiversity enhancement.
Development which would prevent the aims of a Biodiversity Opportunity Area, and other areas that can deliver local
biodiversity priorities, from being achieved will not be permitted. Where there is potential for development, the design and
layout of the development should secure biodiversity enhancement and the Council will use planning conditions and
obligations as needed to help achieve the aims of the biodiversity opportunity area. A monitoring and management plan
will be required for biodiversity features on site to ensure their long-term suitable management (secured through
planning condition or Section 106 agreement)”

Not specified

No
Appearance at the examination
To provide an opportunity to expand on reasoning .
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FMM098FMM098
38123812 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Main mod representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qj
Response form - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qk

The Consortium object to the additional wording proposed under MM246. BC has not provided any evidence as to why
hard surfaced or civic spaces do not count towards green infrastructure provision in Policy I1. Civic spaces and hard
surfaces can include tree planting, hanging baskets, blue infrastructure (ponds/fountains etc) all of which provide
biodiversity and the economic, health and wellbeing benefits for nature, climate and the local community.

On behalf of the D-AGT1 Consortium, please find attached a response to the VALP Further Main Modifications
consultation. The submission comprises the following two attachments:

1. Completed Representations Form;
2. Representations Document.

-

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To assist the Inspector in their consideration of D-AGT1 as principal landowners/promoters of the

strategic allocation.
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38643864 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Respondent:Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas, Partnership
Manager) [29322]

The NEP formally supports the following insertion, and Aecom’s comments in relation to it, in their Sustainability
Appraisal Addendum (at 9.2.4), to clarify that hard-surfaced areas do not comprise green infrastructure and will not be
counted as contributing to GI targets. 

FMM 098, MM reference MM 246, Page 299, Section 11.1: 

“Open space includes green infrastructure and also civic space including market squares and other hard surfaced
community areas used for community activities. However, hard surfaced or civic spaces do not count as providing green
infrastructure to meet Policy I1.”

Dear VALP Further Main Modifications Consultation Team,

I’ve attached for your attention the response from the Bucks & MK NEP to the Further Main Modifications consultation in
respect of the VALP.

I’d be grateful if you could please acknowledge receipt.

The NEP supports most of the proposed further main modifications to the text at Policy NE1 (FMM096, MM228, Page
266, Policy NE1, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) – except for:
a. The proposed insertion at NE1 (c) 
The SPD should be focused on Biodiversity Net Gains – and not on “biodiversity and geodiversity” for the purpose of
clarity, and in line with practice. (This has also been picked up by Aecom in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum); 

and

b. The following requested wording amendments, for the purposes of clarity, to the text at NE1 (i): to ensure that it’s the
NEP’s Biodiversity Action Plan that is being referred to; and to ensure that it’s not just BOAs, but the “other areas of local
biodiversity priority” also being referred to throughout this section; and to make it clear that net gains cannot just be
achieved through a focus on biodiversity opportunity areas and other areas of biodiversity priority, but the objectives of
the BAP could be achieved elsewhere, outside those areas, too.
c. The NEP also suggests reference to supporting the objectives of the forthcoming Local Nature Recovery Strategy for
Buckinghamshire is a considered within the text.

The NEP formally supports the following insertion, and Aecom’s comments in relation to it, in their Sustainability
Appraisal Addendum (at 9.2.4), to clarify that hard-surfaced areas do not comprise green infrastructure and will not be
counted as contributing to GI targets. 

FMM 098, MM reference MM 246, Page 299, Section 11.1: 

“Open space includes green infrastructure and also civic space including market squares and other hard surfaced
community areas used for community activities. However, hard surfaced or civic spaces do not count as providing green
infrastructure to meet Policy I1.”

Suggested additions in yellow; suggested deletions in red (Officer note: see attached representation form for formatting) 

NE1 (c )
“These gains must be measurable using best practice in biodiversity and green infrastructure accounting…to be set out in
a future Supplementary Planning Document the Biodiversity and Geodiversity SPD Accounting SPD.
NE1 (i)
“Planning conditions/obligations will be used to ensure net gains in biodiversity by helping to deliver the
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership’s Biodiversity Action Plan targets in the
biodiversity opportunity areas and other areas where biodiversity priorities can be delivered, including in areas of local
biodiversity priority. Where development is proposed within, or adjacent to, a biodiversity opportunity such an area,
biodiversity surveys and a report will be required to identify constraints and opportunities for biodiversity enhancement.
Development which would prevent the aims of a Biodiversity Opportunity Area, and other areas that can deliver local
biodiversity priorities, from being achieved will not be permitted. Where there is potential for development, the design and
layout of the development should secure biodiversity enhancement and the Council will use planning conditions and
obligations as needed to help achieve the aims of the biodiversity opportunity area. A monitoring and management plan
will be required for biodiversity features on site to ensure their long-term suitable management (secured through
planning condition or Section 106 agreement)”

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Nicola Thomas - Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75g

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
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FMM101FMM101
37673767 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Sport England (Mr Owen Neal, Planning Manager) [32730]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Sport England does not support a standards-based approach for calculating the amount of sports provision to meet the
demand for sport from new development. Sport England considers that para 96 of the NPPF requires planning policies to
be based on up to date and robust assessments of the need for sport, including quantitative and qualitative deficits or
surpluses) and opportunities for new provision. 

Sport England notes that the council is undertaking a Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) for its area. The PPS should be used
inform the amount of sports provision required to meet the needs of new development.

Sport England does not support a standards based approach to calculating the amount of sports provision to meet the
demand for sport from new development. Paragraph 96 of the NPPF requires:

"Access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and physical activity is important for the
health and well-being of communities. Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the
need for open space, sport and recreation facilities (including quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and
opportunities for new provision. Information gained from the assessments should be used to determine what open
space, sport and recreational provision is needed, which plans should then seek to accommodate."

Sport England notes that a Playing Pitch Strategy is being developed for Aylesbury Vale. This should inform the quantum
of sports provision to meet the demand from new development.

Sport England considers that the policy should be linked and referenced to the emerging Playing Pitch Strategy.

Yes

No
Written Representation
None
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FMM103FMM103
37163716 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison Manager) [29922]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

We note that a modification is proposed to Policy I4: Flooding of the Local Plan to refer to a requirement to undertake
ground investigations when developing proposals for Sustainable Drainage Systems. 

We support this modification as it will provide evidence to demonstrate whether infiltration is an appropriate method of
surface water management based upon groundwater conditions.

We note that a modification is proposed to Policy I4: Flooding of the Local Plan to refer to a requirement to undertake
ground investigations when developing proposals for Sustainable Drainage Systems. 

We support this modification as it will provide evidence to demonstrate whether infiltration is an appropriate method of
surface water management based upon groundwater conditions.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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37253725 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Further amendment would be preferable. New criterion l could be amended to include canals & reservoirs as well as
ordinary watercourses. Although as manmade structures, water levels are to an extent controlled and monitored, sudden
failure, over topping and breaches can occur resulting in inundation of land. By making this addition developers may
contact the Canal & River Trust to discuss these issues and design a site accordingly.

Further amendment would be preferable. New criterion l could be amended to include canals & reservoirs as well as
ordinary watercourses. Although as manmade structures, water levels are to an extent controlled and monitored, sudden
failure, over topping and breaches can occur resulting in inundation of land. By making this addition developers may
contact the Canal & River Trust to discuss these issues and design a site accordingly.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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37483748 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Map of Woodlands ELR(S) routes.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6q8

The routing of the Eastern Link Road (South) in D-AGT3 is not the most appropriate with regards to flood risk on that site
or elsewhere. This therefore goes counter to Policy I4 para e. 

An alternative route exists that would more dependably meet the requirements of the paragraph and was illustrated in an
earlier version of the VALP. 

Unless the routing is amended, the Plan will contain an unjustified major inconsistency between policies I4 (e) and D-
AGT3 and will thus be rendered unsound.

FMM103 (e) Policy I4 Flooding

This element of the Plan aims (paragraph e) to “ensure no increase in flood risk on site or elsewhere, such as
downstream or upstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land...” One major site in the Plan (D-AGT3) is
highly likely to breach this intention, rendering the Plan unsound against the criterion ‘Justified’.

A core component of D-AGT3 is the proposed Eastern Link Road (South). This is currently routed across a Flood Zone 3
as shown in the planning application for the ‘Woodlands’ development (16/01040/AOP) that comprises by far the
majority of the D-AGT3 area. 

However, an alternative routing of the ELR(S) was illustrated in an earlier version of the VALP documents originally
published by the council's own consultants, Aecom, in 2017 as part of the Local Plan process. (See attached: the route
proposed by Aecom is represented by the blue edged alignment.) This routing would take a considerable portion of the
road out of the area of highest flood risk. It would therefore be highly preferable as a way to fulfil para (e) in Policy I4.

This alternative routing has been consistently ignored despite repeated, evidence-based attempts by the public to have it
considered and adopted. 

If the current proposals for D-AGT3 are not amended, they will automatically cause Policy I4 to be breached by one of the
six core elements of the VALP Garden Town. If this were to happen, the VALP would not be presenting “the most
appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.” These are grounds on which we invite the
Inspector to find the Plan as Further Modified in FMM103 (e) unsound. 

This representation is posted for the Hampden Fields Action Group that I chair. We represent 2,000 local supporters.

Address the inconsistency that is baked into the Plan.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The Inspector has indicated that he wants to hold a public hearing on Transport. It is important that he

should hear the clear link between transport and flooding that this FMM reveals.
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38193819 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd, Area Sustainable Places Team) [29506]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Michelle Kidd - Environment Agency combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75d

FMM103 Policy I4
Part e
End 2
We are pleased to see and support that the proposed further changes have included fluvial flood risk in part e of the
policy wording.
Part W
We are pleased to see and support the proposed further changes have include wording about compensation storage for
the built footprint as well as ground level raising.

Dear Sir/Madam
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Main Modifications consultation. December 2020.
Thank you for your consultation on the above Aylesbury Vale Local Plan main modifications. I refer to our consultation
response to the pre-submission draft of the local plan dated 14 December 2017, our comments dated 06 June 2019 for
the consultation for the proposed 3 additional site allocations and our comments dated 16 December 2019 for the main
modifications submitted in November 2019. We have the following comments to make.
Water cycle study soundness points
Regarding our comments on the pre-submission draft of the local plan we made soundness comments on the water
cycle study. However this soundness point is still outstanding as we can’t see that this has been addressed in the main
modifications consultation. I have attached our soundness comments dated 14 December 2017 for the pre-submission
draft.
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. I have also attached a copy of our response on this consultation.
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.

Main Modifications
FMM103 Policy I4
Part e
We are pleased to see and support that the proposed further changes have included fluvial flood risk in part e of the
policy wording.

Part W
We are pleased to see and support the proposed further changes have include wording about compensation storage for
the built footprint as well as ground level raising.
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
We have been contacted regarding your SFRA. A request for data has been submitted to us. Are you intending to update
your SFRA for your local plan? If so will we be formally consulted on the SFRA as part of the local plan process?

Sustainability Appraisal Addendum
We are pleased to see and support the bullet point about climate change and flood risk paragraph 2.2.1. Part of this
bullet point states:
“no built development to take place in the functional floodplain other than for essential strategic infrastructure;”
However Tables 1-3 concerning flood risk in the Planning Practice Guidance states that water compatible development is
also appropriate in the Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain). Please can you clarify this?

Final Comments
Once again, thank you for contacting us. Please quote our reference number in any future correspondence.
If you have any queries please contact me.

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
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41034103 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: The Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Although we support the inclusion of this requirement, to be “effective”, these principles must lead to a more up to date
evaluation of the sites referenced above, evidence for which is totally lacking and which, considering local flooding
history, must be brought to bear before these sites are considered as firm allocations.

FMM059

BUC043 (Moreton Road, Phase III)
The Society has consistently opposed the inclusion of this site in VALP. It did not form part of the development plan in
the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and a previous application was rejected at appeal by the
Planning Inspectorate. It cannot deliver sustainable housing growth, as can be understood from the many objections to
the planning application validated on 11th February 2020 and without major infrastructure mitigation, no development is
possible within the plan period.
Pollution: It is acknowledged that the relative high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries a severe
risk of pollution since current waste water treatments are at capacity and necessitate major works to prevent pollution.
The inclusion of “reference to consultation with the water and sewerage undertaker” does not adequately mitigate
against anticipated pollution.
Transport:ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons: 
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
3.If the modelling is predicting a 25% increase in flows eastwards from the Moreton Road/High Street junction, the A422
will be subject to long queues at the approaches from both Stratford Road and Mill Lane*.
4.Why is it assumed that all traffic emanating from site BUC051 will flow through the town centre? The Brackley Road
(A422 westwards) is a likely route, leading as it does to the Silverstone Enterprise Zone.
5. Both BUC043 and MMO006 are approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and,
with limited footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. By
contrast, site BUC051 could initiate an attractive, flat, pedestrian/cycle access via the riverside walks. 
6. There is equally (if not worse) significant on street parking along the Moreton Road further exacerbating the queuing
traffic from an easterly direction.
* Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM003

Buckingham is expected to accommodate additional growth (2,177 houses) without any indication of the associated
infrastructure that will be required to service this growth.
Sustainable growth is not justified without sustainable transport links. This requires public transport that is easily
accessible without the use of the car. In the light of the recent confirmed financial support for the East-West Rail link,
which will offer a real alternative to the car, the Society calls for a re-directed balance of housing towards Winslow. The
reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006 (27) should be re-instated in Winslow, and the increase in Buckingham (10)
diverted to a more sustainable location.

In the Inspector’s Interim Findings, it is noted that ”growth in the north of the district would lead to increased lengths of
commuting flows” and that this is contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 34, which seeks to “ensure that developments which
generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimized”.

ED245 Policies Map

Please note this is neither a ‘support’ or ‘object’ matter. It is simply an observation, which leads to the conclusions set out
under other responses from The Buckingham Society to this consultation.
Policies Map
It is noticeable when examining the Policies Map for Buckingham and the neighbouring settlement of Maids Moreton
(page 5) that allocations BUC043 and MMO006 are located at the furthest edges of Buckingham and Maids Moreton
respectively and distanced by some margin from the main employment areas. 
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Buckingham Society Carolyn Cumming Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76g

The reserved site for Buckingham’s additional cemetery site is not shown. This is a commitment within the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan and marked ‘F’ on Fig.4.2. 

FMM072

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road
Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. For a settlement of a lower order with
acknowledged, major transport restraints, the proposed growth of 170 dwellings on this site, now compounded by an
additional 12 dwellings on MMO005 (FMM107) is not sustainable. The insertion of the words “at least” further
undermines the sustainability of this site. Contrary to FMM067, the village is not “moderately well served with services
and facilities”, having only 4 of the 6 criteria cited as a minimum number to qualify as a “medium” village. And, even if it
WAS a “medium” village, “at least 170 houses” is in total conflict with FMM015, Policy S2 (h): “growth in medium villages
will be at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting. It is also in direct conflict with NPPF, Paragraph 34,
since the “significant” movement that will be generated by 170 dwellings outside the settlement boundary of a small
village cannot be minimised. 
One can observe the ludicrously unbalanced nature of this allocation in FMM068, noting that no other ‘medium’ village is
expected to accommodate more than 37 dwellings.
Pollution
As noted under FMM059, the high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries an unacceptable risk of
pollution owing to the inadequacy of waste water treatment in the area. 
Transport
The SA Addendum report (ED246 9.12.4) considers the “at least 170 houses” to add a further degree of constraint since
it is acknowledged that a “larger site at a lower order settlement” will generate significant vehicular movement contrary
to NPPF, paragraph 34.
Maids Moreton is approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and, with limited
footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. 
ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons:
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
*Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM096 and FMM103

Policy I4 Flooding
(e) and (i)Noting the changes in FMM103 to “ensure no increase in flood risk on site or elsewhere such as downstream,
or upstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land” , The Buckingham Society considers that
development on the scale envisaged in BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006 would see a significant increase in surface water
discharge and lead to even greater flood risks within the Great Ouse catchment area. Calculations for floodplain
compensation and volume-for-volume compensation up to the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) are no longer adequate.

FMM096 requires “a new requirement to 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.” This is
an important proposal as it can be the case that small streams and ditches shown by the nationally available flood risk
dataset to be associated with surface water flood risk can be found to be associated with fluvial flood risk upon further
investigation. 
There are vast numbers of active springs around the town and it is noticeable that these and related underground
watercourses have changed the pattern of surface discharge; so much so that in each of the recent major flood events
(1998, 2007 and most recently December 2020), the associated flooding within and without the town has significantly
worsened, flooding properties and land that has not seen such volumes of water in previous decades. Should planning
applications proceed for sites BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006, further evidence is needed on such matters.

-

Yes

No
Written Representation
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FMM105FMM105
38133813 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Main mod representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qj
Response form - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qk

For the reasons set out in their response to FMM025 and FMM026, the Consortium object to the inclusion of SMD004 in
the AGT1 part of the trajectory. The Consortium also object (again for the reasons set out in the response to FMM025
and FMM026) to the figures and dates shown in the trajectory.

On behalf of the D-AGT1 Consortium, please find attached a response to the VALP Further Main Modifications
consultation. The submission comprises the following two attachments:

1. Completed Representations Form;
2. Representations Document.

-

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To assist the Inspector in their consideration of D-AGT1 as principal landowners/promoters of the

strategic allocation.
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38793879 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Vistry Group [33071]
Agent:Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton, Associate Director) [32718]

Officer note: this representation refers to 'FMM106', which modifies appendix B: Parking Standards, but the body of the
representation relates to appendix A: Housing Trajectory so it has been registered against FMM105.

Officer summary:
It is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to address
the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001, FMM012 and
FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered at
such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.

FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town). Indeed, the housing trajectory as modified by FMM106 anticipates that 8,877
dwellings are to be delivered within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6) between
2020 and 2033; which comes in addition to the delivery of 3,036 dwellings within those developments in
the plan period to date (April 2013 – April 2020). Clearly, that is a significant proportion of AVDC’s supply to be
delivered from just 6 sites, and indeed delivery from those sites totals some 40% of the District’s supply.
Whilst the inclusion of large, strategic sites within AVDC’s trajectory is of course sound in principle, the 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 the build out rates of larger sites (such as the aforementioned allocations D-AGT1 to D-AGT6).
Firstly, the Letwin Report highlights that delays can often occur at the early stages of development as a result of the
complexities of delivering the necessary transport and utilities-based infrastructure to accommodate development
of this scale. That is a particularly relevant consideration given the nature of the proposed development sites
adjacent to Aylesbury town, and indeed the revised policies maps (as proposed to be modified by FMM107)
highlight the significant road infrastructure that is still required to be delivered to facilitate those development sites.
Specifically, the modified policies map highlights that delivery of the Eastern Link Road North, Eastern Link Road
South, Southern Link Road, South East Aylesbury Link Road, the Stoke Mandeville A4010 Realignment, and the
South West Aylesbury Link Road have yet to be completed. That infrastructure provision directly relates to parcels
AGT1, AGT2, AGT3, and AGT4, and as such their deliverability is dependent on the timely delivery of it. Indeed,
whilst it is accepted that the majority of those infrastructure projects are nearing completion, AVDC must be aware
that the delivery of large pieces of infrastructure is volatile, and that delays can occur for a multitude of reasons
even in the latter stages of a project.
As such, whilst modified under FMM106 to marginally improve the realism of the timelines for delivery, it is
considered that the amended Housing Trajectory still does not reflect the reality of delivering a number of large
sites around Aylesbury town. Indeed, the Housing Trajectory suggests that residential delivery at AGT4 will
commence from 2022/23 (as little as four months after the highways project is scheduled to be completed), and
that delivery at the residual areas of AGT1 and AGT2 will commence in 2024/25. Those timescales fail to take into
consideration those complexities, and the need for those developments to first navigate through the planning
application process.
If and when those issues have been overcome, the Letwin Report also notes that build out rate can be limited by the
effective market absorption rate of developments. Indeed, 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 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 the
absorption of properties can directly stall the build-out of sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement
where six allocations are delivering some 40% of AVDC’s supply of housing over the plan period.
That is not to say, however, that the modified housing trajectory should reduce its aspiration to deliver larger sites.
However, with the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even
less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty
that the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered
“effective” in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.
Specifically, the Letwin Report finds that “we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and
on large sites” (paragraph 1.8 (b)), which reflects the findings of the NPPF 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” (paragraph 68). The suggested amendment would therefore ensure that the plan is in accordance with the
NPPF in that regard.
In that light, and to address AVDC’s reliance on large sites and ensure that their land supply has sufficient flexibility,
AVDC should maximise the potential of small-medium sites. Indeed, whilst the plan proposes to allocate ‘Land South
of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) for residential development, it puts forward a site capacity of just 26 dwellings,
which fails to take into consideration the suite of technical and environmental assessments that have previously
been submitted that demonstrate a more suitable capacity of c. 60 dwellings. The allocation policy, as currently drafted,
fails to ensure an “efficient use of land” therefore as required by NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, to allow for an increased buffer of dwellings in the Council’s supply and to demonstrate an ‘efficient use of land’
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 122, the capacity of ‘Land at Creslow Way, Stone’ should be increased to 60
dwellings.

Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033),
from 30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large
villages’ over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at
‘large villages’ is welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Indeed, whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Thus, notwithstanding that modification, the modified plan seeks to allocate land for just 26 dwellings within ‘large
villages’ in the remainder of the plan period. That is clearly an insufficient level of development for the remaining 13
years of the plan period across all villages and fails to reflect that, as identified in the settlement hierarchy, large
villages “have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable
locations for development”. Indeed, the allocation of such a small number of dwellings across the remainder of the
plan period fails to maximise the potential of such settlements, and certainly does not provide the investment that
such settlements require in order to support the provision of local services and facilities; and as such is contrary to
the aforementioned NPPF paragraph 78.
Indeed, it is notable that the figure is lower than the number of dwellings to be delivered from allocations at
‘medium villages’ (39 dwellings as per MM016), which appears to be at odds with a settlement hierarchy that
should fundamentally underpin the distribution of development in the District.
As such, it is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to
address the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001,
FMM012 and FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of
dwellings to be delivered at such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.
Indeed, a suite of technical and environmental assessments have been submitted in relation to ‘Land at Creslow Way,
Stone’ (STO008) that identifies that the site is suitable to accommodate the development of c. 60 dwellings, rather than
26 dwellings as currently suggested. Those submissions identified that there are no technical or environmental
constraints that would limit the capacity of the site to 26 dwellings and that the site could effectively accommodate a
development size of circa 60 dwellings. That position was noted within the previous consultation and, whilst Vistry Group
recognises that the Inspector has stated that AVDC’s response to not increasing the site’s capacity has been accepted,
that response was generic in its nature and offered no technical-based justification for the decision not to maximise the
available capacity on land that forms an integral part of an existing proposed allocation within a large village.
Indeed, the current allocation confirms that AVDC recognise the site’s suitability for residential development.
However, by limiting the site area and potential capacity, AVDC are unduly restricting potential development and
residential land delivery in this location, and thus are failing to promote an “efficient use of land” in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, the capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory thatis
proposed to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and
to allow for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.

The modified housing trajectory (as proposed to be modified through FMM106) should be further modified to
identify a development capacity of c. 60 dwellings at ‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) rather than 26
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM001, 012, 106 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/758
Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM008, 016, 107 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/759

dwellings as currently drafted in order to achieve an efficient use of land. The overall housing supply (as modified by
FMM001) and other relevant alterations (e.g. the buffer as modified by FMM012) should be modified in light of this
change, and the allocation policy should also be updated to reflect this.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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39263926 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Steve Redfearn [33074]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Steve Redfearn combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rq

Officer summary: In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed,
proportionate evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines
this unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should be amended (see full text in attachment for
suggested wording).

Please see attachment containing 11 response forms submitted against FMM072.

-

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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39303930 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Bellway Homes [28189]
Agent:Agent: Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Geoff Armstrong) [29661]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Representation is made to correct a factual error in the final 'planning commentary' column in the Appendix A: VALP
deliverable sites commentary for 'site name': BUC043 land west of AVDLP allocation BU1, Moreton Road, Buckingham.

Representation is made to correct a factual error in the final 'planning commentary' column in the Appendix A: VALP
deliverable sites commentary for 'site name': BUC043 land west of AVDLP allocation BU1, Moreton Road, Buckingham.

Contrary to what is stated Bellway are the sole party benefiting from an option agreement with the landowner to deliver
the allocation. The text in the planning commentary should therefore read:

"The site is owned by Avenue Farms Ltd who have an option to Bellway Homes who have successfully delivered two
previous phases of development immediately east of the site. There has been a previous hybrid planning application on
the site for 130 dwellings (14/02601/AOP) submitted in 2014. This was initially approved subject to Section 106 at
committee in 2015 but was then subject of a call-in by the Secretary of State in 2016 because of conflict with the made
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. In 2017, following a public inquiry, the Secretary of State dismissed the call-in
application due to conflict with the Neighbourhood Plan. This summary is detailed in a Site Delivery Statement prepared
to support the allocation of the site in the VALP examination hearings. A full planning application for 130 dwellings was
submitted in February 2020 (20/00510/APP) and this is pending determination. A public consultation has been
undertaken.

The agent has been contacted in May 2020 for estimates of construction and completion of the houses and the estimate
from the agent was 2021/22 - 10 homes; 2022/23 - 50 homes; 2023/24 - 50 homes; 2024/25 - 20 homes."

-

Not specified

Not specified
Written Representation
None

All representations : VALP Further Main Modifications

318 / 357



39533953 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Richard Wharton [30634]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Richard Wharton - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rz

Officer summary: In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed,
proportionate evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines
this unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should be amended (see full text in attachment for
suggested wording).

Officer note: see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

-

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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40024002 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium [27610]
Agent:Agent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr Brian Flynn, Associate) [29547]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM004, 005, 024, 028 & 033 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75x
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM028 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75j
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM057 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75k
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM058 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75z
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM089 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75m
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for HAL003 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75n
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for NLV001 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75y

Planning Officer Summary

Only 500 dwellings will be delivered from site HAL003 during the plan period i.e. 500 dwellings fewer than currently
predicted

Not sound - Not positively prepared, justified or consistent with national policy

See attached documentation

It is requested that the housing delivery timetable for HAL003 is amended to show that delivery would commence in
2028/29, on the basis that site closure would occur in 2025/26, no development would be delivered prior to full closure,
and it would take two years to complete pre-development planning tasks.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
SWMK Consortium submitted representations to the Reg.19 VALP in December 2017 and the Main

Modifications 2019 consultation in December 2019, and submitted a hearing statement and appeared at the hearing
sessions for Matter 15r, all of which are relevant to these Further Main Modifications.
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40034003 SupportSupport

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium [27610]
Agent:Agent: Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr Brian Flynn, Associate) [29547]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM004, 005, 024, 028 & 033 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75x
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FAM028 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75j
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM057 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75k
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM058 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75z
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM089 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75m
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for HAL003 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75n
Brian Flynn Carter Jonas SWMK FMM105 for NLV001 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75y

The SWMK Consortium supports the predicted housing delivery timetable for Site Allocation Ref. NLV001 included in the
revised housing trajectory.

See attached documentation

-

Yes

Yes
Appearance at the examination
SWMK Consortium submitted representations to the Reg.19 VALP in December 2017 and the Main

Modifications 2019 consultation in December 2019, and submitted a hearing statement and appeared at the hearing
sessions for Matters 15o, all of which are relevant to these Further Main Modifications.
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40164016 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

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

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: APL-218 AWE Main Mod Reps Feb 2021.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t8
APL-218 Proposed Further Main Modifications Guidance Note and Response Form on behalf of AW
Group.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t9

The Policy Map, housing trajectory and other references should be updated to reflect the removal of D-HAL003;

Not sound - not justified

See attached documentation

The Policy Map, housing trajectory and other references should be updated to reflect the removal of D-HAL003;

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The issues raised in the submission would benefit from further discussion and interaction by participation

at a Hearing, to best assist the Inspector.
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40724072 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Keith Lewcock [32622]

The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’. (officer
summary)

See attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation to
site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’. 
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information: 
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in the
VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to support this
change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and
Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as
evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The application was approved subject to
the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation
during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the Inspector in relation to
site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application was called back to committee for
redetermination in November 2020. 
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a
second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the
application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing
permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and
transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer’s Report. 
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application
as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient
grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had
raised no issues of soundness. 

In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant: 
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations.”
(193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: “I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.”
(213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised
in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector. 
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council. 
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006. 
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP. 
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

the planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information: 
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in the
VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to support this
change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and
Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as
evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The application was approved subject to
the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation
during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the Inspector in relation to
site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application was called back to committee for
redetermination in November 2020. 
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a
second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the
application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing
permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and
transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer’s Report. 
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application
as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient
grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had
raised no issues of soundness.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
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Attachments:Attachments: Keith Lewcock - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73m

such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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40744074 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Foscote Parish Meeting (Lady Rima Scott, Correspondent) [31964]

The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’. (officer
summary)

see attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FOSCOTE PARISH MEETING
REPRESENTATION TO FURTHER PUBLIC CONSULTATION (Dec 2020)
FMM072, ED244 (Appendix A) and Site MMO006
The allocation of site MMO006 and associated FMM072, which inserts the words “at least” before “170 dwellings”
under site provision (a), still bypass the key theme of ‘sustainable development’ under NPPF 150 in favour of a
contested and incomplete planning application. The commentary on this planning application in ED244, Appendix A
in respect of site MMO006 is incomplete and misleading so cannot be relied on to justify this unsustainable and
flawed allocation.
The inclusion of site MMO006 in the VALP, and all associated modifications including FMM072, remains based on
flawed and incomplete evidence, and is still unsound and legally and procedurally not compliant in accordance with
NPPF para 182.
A. FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006: NOT SOUND
1. Not Positively Prepared, and not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF 151)
NPPF 151 says: “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 - a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 - suggests that, even though the Technical
Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids
Moreton, it does not mean that site MMO006 is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.
Furthermore, the conclusions from ED264 support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the least
sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).
The Council has not provided any explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it is
the least sustainable site appraised. Therefore, the allocation of this site for development and all associated
modifications – including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site
- that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that
the Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid
justification, the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147).
Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.”
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which apparently lies
outside the realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable
development. All we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
1
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006
and all associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving
sustainable development, and are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 151). On this basis, they are not sound
under NPPF 182.
2. Not Justified (not the most appropriate strategy)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings. VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the
allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
• Cuddington – 23 dwellings
• Ickford – 30 dwellings
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• Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
• Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
• Quainton – 37 dwellings
This illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’ is excessive and is not a justifiably
appropriate development strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids
Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium villages listed and only four ‘key criteria’, somewhat short of that
required for a medium village.
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s
capacity based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”.
However, the Council has not given any explanation as to how a settlement with only four key criteria has the
‘capacity’ for such a large development.
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not
match the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led
approach at all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP,
para 3.19 which states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different
settlements and seeks to deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and
functions.”
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph
41. There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of
support insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been
followed in respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient
allocation given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not
justifiably the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive
allocation for a village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to
allocations - so the allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
3. Not justified (based on incorrect evidence)
Examination Document ED200(B) proposes changes to the settlement hierarchy which reduces the number of houses
being delivered in Buckingham and surrounding villages in order that further housing can be delivered close to Milton
Keynes in line with the Inspector’s Interim Findings. FMM107 increases the number of dwellings in Maids Moreton to 182
new houses, and FMM072 increases the allocation of MMO006 from 170 dwellings to “at least” 170 dwellings on the site
despite the overwhelming evidence that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly classified as a
‘medium’ village when it is, in fact, a ‘small’ village.
According to ED191 “The key services available are the main determinant of the final position of a settlement in the
hierarchy, not a settlement’s population.” To be a medium village, para 5.15 of CD/MIS/003 (‘Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to accompany Proposed Submission Plan September 2017’) sets out
that between 6 and 7 of the ‘key criteria’ should be met, with at least 6 being the minimum number. The only exception to
this is Stewkley which meets only 5 of the key criteria but has a large population of 1,840.
The ‘key criteria’ for assessing the settlement hierarchy are: within 4 miles of a service centre, employment of 20
units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school, hourly or more bus
service and train station. Maids Moreton only meets four of these key criteria:-
1. 1.5 miles to a service centre (Buckingham)
2. 1 public house
3. 1 recreation ground/playing field
4. 1 village hall
There is no hourly bus service in Maids Moreton and there is not a primary school in Maids Moreton (only an infant
school but an infant school is not stated as a key criteria so cannot be regarded as such).
Para 5.19 of CD/MIS/003 states that none of the smaller settlements have more than five key criteria, and typically
only have four of the key criteria. Great Brickhill, a settlement with a comparable population to Maids Moreton, has 5 key
criteria but is categorised as a small settlement.
In ED263, para 11 the Council claims that the bus service will be reinstated via a s106 Agreement relating to planning
application 16/00151/AOP. Planning permission has not been granted for this application and almost 2 years on from
the original Committee Hearing the s106 Agreement has not been signed. The application is highly flawed and
remains a contested application so cannot be relied on at this stage to deliver any bus service. Under CD/MIS/003,
villages are categorised according to key criteria they currently have, not key criteria they might have in the future.
To assess the size of Maids Moreton on key criteria they don’t actually have is a misapplication of the assessment
process. Equally, it is simply made up by the Council that an ‘infant school’ is included in the key criteria as a primary
school.
Notwithstanding both these points, at best Maids Moreton can be said to have 4½ key criteria (for the infant school).
This is still some way short of the 6 criteria very clearly stipulated as a requirement to be a ‘medium’ village.
Maids Moreton still should be reclassified in the Settlement Hierarchy as a ‘small’ village in order to correct the false
assertion in CD/MIS/003 that Maids Moreton has 6 key criteria when in fact it only has, at best, 4½. It is a
misapplication of the assessment process to include ‘criteria’ that the village simply does not have. Unless this
change is made to the Settlement Hierarchy, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 are not justified because
the allocation is based on incorrect evidence and is unsound under NPPF 182.
4. Not justified (not based on proportionate evidence) and not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 158)
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. The designation of this site as suitable for development in HELAA
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v4 is not evidence based and therefore calls into question the general soundness of the approach to identifying the
allocation (see ED186(A-S): HELAA v4, Lack of Evidence).
NPPF para 158 says: “Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-todate
and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.”
ED263, para 3 claims that the change to the HELAA in 2016 was, in fact, based on evidence submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP - in particular, on matters relating to landscape, and traffic & transport.
However, ED263, para 3 does not give the Inspector the following information: -
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.60 states: “It has been acknowledged that there would be a
major scale of adverse change to the currently agricultural fields that form the application site and to the
open views across the site currently experienced from homes on the edge of the settlement.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.62 states: “the proposed development would extend the built
form further into the countryside.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2019), para 10.63 states: “the LVIA concludes that….the users of the homes
to the south of the site and the footpath which crosses the site would experience long term significant
negative visual effects.”
• 16/00151/AOP Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.78 states: “It is accepted that there will be significant adverse visual
impacts from the development.”

• 16/00151/AOP Consultee Comments from Natural England (2.11.20) states: “We consider that without
appropriate mitigation the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which Foxcote
Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.”
Neither does ED263 para 3 inform the Inspector that, with regards to access to the site, the routes available to take
traffic from the development to the A422 for Milton Keynes/Aylesbury and beyond ALL require mitigation packages in the
s106 Agreement because they are ALL unsuitable for the proposed volume of traffic:
i. through Maids Moreton and down Mill Lane to the A422: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation
package to discourage use of this route because it is a rural lane unlikely to cope with the volume of traffic;
ii. via Foscote Road and Foscote Lane: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to discourage use
of this route because it involves unsuitable rural roads through neighbouring villages;
iii. through Buckingham town centre in breach of VALP T3, as this development was not considered as part of
the Buckingham Transport Strategy which underpins VALP T3. In recognition of this, the s106 Agreement will
also include a financial contribution to mitigate against traffic in Buckingham Town Centre.
Most importantly, ED263 does not inform the Inspector that the application was recently taken back to Committee
for redetermination (Nov 2020). In respect of the planning merits of this application - particularly in relation to
access and landscape issues - the majority of Committee Members did not support the application, and a motion was
put forward for refusal. The Officer’s intervention and persuasion that VALP Policy D-MMO006 was considered by
the Inspector to be ‘sound’, with no outstanding issues of ‘soundness’, brought the vote to a tie with the Chair casting
a deciding vote in favour of the Officer’s recommendation. The application was NOT decided on the basis of the
planning merits of the proposed development.
To persuade the Inspector now that he can rely on evidence submitted in relation to Planning Application 16/00151/
AOP to support the amendment to the HELAA – particularly on grounds on access and landscape - is wholly
inappropriate and misleading.
Planning Application 16/00151/AOP cannot be relied on as supporting evidence for the designation of MMO006 as
suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the allocation of this site in the VALP, and the modification in
FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are not consistent with NPPF 158 so the allocation of the
site for development is not sound under NPPF 182.
5. Not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 34)
In his Interim Findings, the Inspector states: “What is surprising is that within the northern half of the district the
roles of Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes are relatively equal in the anticipated distribution of development.
Milton Keynes, the dominant settlement, is not expected to dominate the development strategy.” (para 35)
“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.” (para 36)
“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in para 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans should ensure
that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised. It is
therefore unsound.” (para 37)
Site MMO006 is a large allocation in North Buckinghamshire unconnected to any public transport network, and with
no direct route to Milton Keynes or beyond. FMM072 inserts the words ‘at least’ 170 houses, and FMM107 allocates
an additional 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing the total to 182 dwellings. There will be a significant increase in
traffic from commuting cars and service vehicles with no direct access to site MMO006 onto a main road as all three
access points for the development are either onto narrow rural lanes or via Buckingham Town Centre – as illustrated by
the three mitigation packages that will need to be included in the s106 Agreement.
The allocation of site MMO006 and the associated modifications are therefore contrary to para 34 NPPF: Site MMO006
will generate significant movement and, being on the northern edge of a rural village with no bus service to a dominant
settlement, it is not located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised. Even when recognizing its rural location (para 29 NPPF), a development of this size
in this location is not in keeping with para 34 NPPF.

ED263, para 13 misinterprets this objection as about ‘conflict with interim findings’. However, this objection focuses not
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on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Therefore, contextualising
the Inspector’s Interim Findings does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34; and
consistency with NPPF 34 has been a concern previously raised by the Inspector.
The site allocation in FMM107 should be retained but the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated
modifications, including FMM072, are unsound under NPPF 182 because MMO006 is an excessive allocation for a small
rural village which will generate significant traffic. There is no alternative sustainable transport and there are no services
or employment opportunities nearby so the need to travel will not be minimised. Therefore, the allocation of MMO006
and associated FMM072 are not consistent with National Policy (NPPF 34).
6. Not consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112)
NPPF para 112 says: “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be
necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality in preference to that of higher
quality.”
In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of NPPF para
112, ED263, para 7 states “there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that would easily avoid Grade 3a
land.” This is not true. The Council’s own Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates
that there is a more suitable site of poorer agricultural quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate
development.
ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer to HELAA v4. If
this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should be prioritised for development
over higher grades, and that the Council’s approach to site allocations in order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been
informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) – does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best
and most versatile agricultural land).
The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agricultural land.
B. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning
commentary in relation to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not
“objectively assessed”), and Not Justified (based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to
meet objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’.
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed,
proportionate evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further
undermines this unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application.
In view of this, the planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following
information:

An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated
infrastructure on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January
2016. At that time, HELAA v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated
site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the
Council to support this change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic
Management and Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented
the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The
application was approved subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP
allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the
Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application
was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020.
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite
being a second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members
are local to the application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was
clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put
forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural
land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against
refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his
deciding vote in accordance with the Officer’s Report.
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the
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application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members
that they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the
VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.
In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant:
• Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
• The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to
persuade against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the
Council, which is being carried out by an independent legal professional.
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine
the allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be
very very careful refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP
process but also through the application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in
terms of the strategy and the allocations.” (193:03)
• The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal
particularly with regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing
all the evidence: “I would just stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely
clear that they think that this is satisfactory and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for
refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
• As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really
astonished frankly Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made
and seconded the vote is carried ….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare
[the proposer] said which I was surprised by.” (213:47)
• Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest
features for which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The
construction of a development so close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and
other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the
debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of
flooding downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate
and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows
the development site.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate
and has not been raised with the Inspector.
• Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is
entirely inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham
Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council,
Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury Parish Council.
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not
positively prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence
but, instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the
Committee debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning
application; whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP.
Therefore, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in
the VALP.
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to
approve planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in
support of planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.
C. FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006: NOT LEGALLY AND PROCEDURALLY COMPLIANT
1. Amendment to HELAA v3 falls foul of HELAA v4 appendix 2
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”.
During the Issues and Options Consultation prior to the publication of HELAA v3 there was overwhelming support for the
designation of site MMO006 as ‘unsuitable for development’. On this basis, site MMO006 was not allocated for
development in the Draft VALP which was published for consultation during summer 2016. As the site was not included
in the draft VALP, it was not raised or commented on during the consultation period in Summer 2016.
Therefore, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 as ‘suitable’ for development was not informed by
comments received during summer 2016 as claimed in Appendix 2 of HELAA v4. In fact, there has been a large
number of objections to the allocation of site MMO006 which have never been addressed by the Council due to the
Council’s assertion during the VALP Examination that they were going to delete this site from the VALP.
ED263, para 1 attempts to address this by saying “HELAA v2 and v3 assessments considered that impact on the
countryside/village and access constraints justified the site being unsuitable. However, the assessment prior to
HELAA v4 concluded that there were then insufficient environmental constraints to prevent the site being found
suitable for development.”
What ‘assessment prior to HELAA v4’ is the Council referring to? A number of FOI Requests asking for further
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information about this assessment have been answered by the Council as follows: -
• “The decision on HELAA suitability was made informally by AVDC Planning Policy officers” (see reply to FOI
Request addressed to A Ralph in ED186[L])

• “There is no evidence in the form of minutes and emails…..the process was done informally by AVDC
planning policy officers with verbal discussions” (see reply to FOI Request addressed to R Scott ED186[S]).
• “There are no minutes as there was no formal meeting held” in relation to the decision to amend the
HELAA (see reply to FOI Request addressed to A Ralph ED186[L]).
• “The decision [to amend the HELAA] was made by AVDC Planning Officers, informally, it was not made at a
committee or any capacity formally recorded. The decision was made in December 2016-January 2017.”
(see reply to FOI Request addressed to D Child ED186[N]).
In fact, the Council has failed to disclose any assessment whatsoever supporting the change to the HELAA. The
change was simply made in response to planning application 16/00151/AOP without any independent formal
assessment.
It remains the case that the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications, including FMM072, are
informed by evidence that is not legally and procedurally compliant because the amendment to HELAA v4 was not
based on further comments received during the summer 2016 public consultation, neither is there any evidence
whatsoever of a formal assessment prior to the amendment.
2. HELAA Methodology paras 1.20 and 1.21 not correctly adhered to HELAA Methodology para 1.20 states: “The PPG
recommends that local authorities should work in partnership with all interested parties in the production of the
HELAA….Each District Council will identify stakeholders relevant for their area and engage appropriately……Stakeholders
will reflect those categories identified in the PPG: …..parish and town councils.”
HELAA Methodology para 1.21 states: “Each Council is committed to stakeholder engagement on the HELAA….As a
minimum each local planning authority will carry out the following:
• ….
• a draft report will be published for stakeholders to review the individual sites prior to the council finalising the study
• Where details are known, landowners/developers/agents will be contacted for each site to provide information on
deliverability and when a site is likely to be developed. Involvement of stakeholders at these times is vital in ensuring the
Councils assessment process is realistic and informed.”
The Council did not identify Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlebury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated planning application 16/00151/AOP) as ‘stakeholders’ that should be consulted on the designation of site
MMO006 in HELAA v4. There was no engagement with these local councils, and no draft report on the designation of
this individual site for local councils to review prior to the Council finalising the HELAA v4. Notably, comments
from the consultation on HELAA v3 were not adhered to in the production of HELAA v4.
ED263, para 1 attempts to address this by saying that all previous HELAAs were consulted on in conjunction with
consulting on the local plan, and therefore the consultation on the Submission VALP in December 2017 was also a
consultation on HELAA v4. However, in ED263, para 15 the Council says that “At the formal stage of pre-submission
consultation such engagement [i.e. meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods] does not take place
because the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation.”
Therefore, the change to HELAA v4 was made without meaningful engagement and collaboration with stakeholders,
and in direct conflict with comments made during the HELAA v3 consultation. Disregarding the overwhelming
response from stakeholders in the HELAA v3 consultation that the site is unsuitable for development, without any
evidence or engagement/collaboration with stakeholders prior to the change in the HELAA fails to fulfil the Council’s
obligation to engage with stakeholders as set out in the HELAA Methodology.
As the HELAA Methodology paras 1.20-1.21 was not adhered to, the designation of site MMO006 in HELAA v4 is not
procedurally and legally compliant so it cannot be relied on as the evidence base for the allocation of site MMO006
for development in the VALP or the associated FMM072.
3. HELAA Methodology para 2.15 not correctly adhered to
HELAA Methodology para 2.15 states that Grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land quality will be carefully considered when
designating sites as suitable for development.

HELAA v4 has not taken into consideration that site MMO006 is Grade 3a agricultural land because the developer’s
Agricultural Land Classification Assessment (2019) which identified this site as Grade 3a Agricultural Land post-dates
the HELAA amendment in 2017. Therefore, using HELAA v4 to inform land allocations in the VALP means that the
evidence base for this allocation and the associated modifications including FMM072 are not legally and procedurally
compliant.
C. Conclusion
The allocation of site MMO006, all associated modifications including FMM072 which inserts the words ‘at least’ 170
dwellings, and the supporting evidence presented in ED244 (Appendix A) are unsound and not legally and procedurally
compliant.
During the course of the Examination Stage, AVDC has proposed to omit site MMO006 from the VALP on a number of
occasions:-
1. In response to the Inspector’s Q67 re Jeremy Bloss’s comment 203
2. In response to the Inspector’s Q67 re Christopher Wayman’s comment 886 (of Buckingham Town Council)
and re Crest Strategic Projects comments 2033 and 2035
3. In response to the Inspector’s Q72 re all other Reg 19 objectors relating to this site
4. In response to Inspector’s Q104
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Lady Rima Scott, Foscote Parish Meeting - combined - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73y

In particular, the Council’s response to the Inspector’s Q72 states “new commitments from 2017/18 are expected to
balance the loss of dwellings from this site so replacement provision will not be required” (bold added).
Given the Council’s acknowledgement throughout the examination process that it would not be problematic to take site
MMO006 out of the VALP, it is essential that this site is now deleted from the VALP, together with all associated
modifications, in order that the VALP can be found sound and legally and procedurally compliant in accordance with
NPPF 182.

the planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following
information: An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated
infrastructure on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January
2016. At that time, HELAA v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’.
On receiving this planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for
development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the application site to become an allocated
site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the
Council to support this change.
As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC Strategic
Management and Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s Report (2019) presented
the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170 dwellings. The
application was approved subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020.
Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP
allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents accepted by the
Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning application
was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020.
This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite
being a second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members
are local to the application site, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was
clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put
forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural
land and heritage.
As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against
refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his
deciding vote in accordance with the Officer’s Report.
At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the
application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members
that they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the
VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. We would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points raised in this representation
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr K B Robinson [28453]

The commentary on planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244
(Appendix A) is incomplete and misleading. The development was not 'objectively assessed' during the
course of the planning application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission 'based on
proportionate evidence'. (officer summary)

See attachment(s) for formatted text of full representation e.g. bold, underlined and italics text.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
"consistent with achieving sustainable development"), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)

NPPF 182 says that in order to be "sound", the Local Plan must be "positively prepared .... consistent with achieving
sustainable development", and NPPF 151 says "Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development."

Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council 'Note' on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. However, this still does not justify allocating
the least sustainable site for development in breach of NPPF 151.

In any event, the conclusions from ED264 only support the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the
least sustainable site in Maids Moreton. In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning
application 16/00151/AOP (which is not considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12
sustainability criteria, and the highest in none (even greater than before).

The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site
notwithstanding that it is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all
associated modifications - including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with
achieving sustainable development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.

The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:

"Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations."

The amended text now reads:

"Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application."

It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a 'Further Additional Modification' which apparently lies outside the
realm of this public consultation. Put simply, it has not been shown that this site comprises sustainable development. All
we know is that it is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.

FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from "170 houses" to "at least 170" contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified(not "based on
proportionate evidence" - HELAA v4 evidence base is inaccurate and misleading) and not consistent with National Policy
(NPPF para 158)

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. The designation of this site as suitable for development in HELAA v4 is not
evidence based and therefore calls into question the general soundness of the approach to identifying the allocation (see
ED186(A-S): HELAA v4, Lack of Evidence). 

NPPF para 158 says: "Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date
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and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area."

ED263, para 3 claims that the change to the HELAA in 2016 was, in fact, based on evidence submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP - in particular, on matters relating to landscape, and traffic & transport. However,
ED263, para 3 does not give the Inspector the following information: -
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2019), para 10.60 states: "It has been acknowledged that there would be a major scale
of adverse change to the currently agricultural fields that form the application site and to the open views across the site
currently experienced from homes on the edge of the settlement."
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2019), para 10.62 states: "the proposed development would extend the built form
further into the countryside."
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2019), para 10.63 states: "the LVIA concludes that. .. . the users of the homes to the
south of the site and the footpath which crosses the site would experience long term significant negative visual effects."
· 16/00151/AOP Officer's Report (2020), para 5. 78 states: "It is accepted that there will be significant adverse visual
impacts from the development."
· 16/00151/AOP Consultee Comments from Natural England (2.11.20) states: "We consider that without appropriate
mitigation the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of
Special Scientific Interest has been notified .. ... The construction of a development so close to the SSSI boundary could
cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site."

Neither does ED263 para 3 inform the Inspector that, with regards to access to the site, the routes available to take traffic
from the development to the A422 for Milton Keynes/Aylesbury and beyond ALL require mitigation packages in the s106
Agreement because they are ALL unsuitable for the proposed volume of traffic:
i. through Maids Moreton and down Mill Lane to the A422: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to
discourage use of this route because it is a rural lane unlikely to cope with the volume of traffic;
ii. via Foscote Road and Foscote Lane: The s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to discourage use of this
route because it involves unsuitable rural roads through neighbouring villages;
iiL through Buckingham town centre in breach of VALP T3, as this development was not considered as part of the
Buckingham Transport Strategy which underpins VALP T3. In recognition of this, the s106 Agreement will also include a
financial contribution to mitigate against traffic in Buckingham Town Centre. 

Most importantly, ED263 does not inform the Inspector that the application was recently taken back to Committee for
redetermination (Nov 2020). In respect of the planning merits of this application - particularly. in relation to access and
landscape issues - the majority of Committee Members did not support the application, and a motion was put forward
for refusal. The Officer's intervention and persuasion that VALP Policy D-MMO006 was considered by the Inspector to be
'sound', with no outstanding issues of 'soundness', brought the vote to a tie with the Chair casting a deciding vote in
favour of the Officer's recommendation. The application was NOT decided on the basis of the planning merits of the
proposed development.

To persuade the Inspector now that he can rely on evidence submitted in relation to Planning Application 16/00151/AOP
to support the amendment to the HELAA- particularly on grounds on access and landscape - is wholly inappropriate and
misleading.

Given the questionable planning merits of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP, it cannot be relied on as supporting
evidence for the designation of MMO006 as suitable for development in HELAA v4. Therefore, the allocation of this site
in the VALP, and the modification in FMM072, are not justified by a sound evidence base, and are not consistent with
NPPF 158 so the allocation of the site for development is not sound under NPPF 182. 

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 155 and PPG para 3-008 [2014] - there was no engagement with Local Councils when the HELAA was
amended)

NPPF para 155 states: "Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations
and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far
as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area."

PPG para 3-008 (2014 version) states who plan makers should work with: "The following should be involved from the
earliest stages of plan preparation, which includes the evidence base in relation to land availability: ... parish and town
councils; .... "

The Council did not engage with Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting,
Akeley Parish Council, Whittlesbury Parish Council or Leckhampstead Parish Council (all of which have objected to the
associated Planning Application 16/00151/AOP) on any occasion with regard to the amendment in HELAA v4 which
designated this site as suitable for development. The only consultation ' ' thereafter was the public consultation on the
Submission VALP not the designation of the site as suitable for development in the HELAA

ED263, para 2 seeks to address this by saying "Public opposition to sites does not automatically lead to revisions to the
HELAA. HELAA sites can be found suitable despite negative responses to consultation." However, there was no public
opposition to this designation because there was no consultation on this site being designated suitable for development
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in the HELAA. The November to December 2017 Consultation was not a consultation on HELAA v4 but on the
Submission VALP.

The Council concedes this point in ED263, para 15 which says that NPPF 155 cites a general need for early and
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods and that this has been met by the extensive
consultation and engagement process with parish council briefings (ie when MMO006 was still designated as unsuitable
for development) but "At the formal stage of pre-submission consultation such engagement does not take place because
the council cannot amend the plan as a result of that consultation." Remarkably, ED263, para 15 then passes
responsibility to correct this failure to consult with stakeholders on such a significant amendment to the Inspector by
saying "Whether the plan is [subsequently]modified is then the responsibility of the independent Inspector, not the
council."

Overall, the local councils were briefed at a time when MMO006 was designated as unsuitable for
development. When they were consulted on the Draft VALP (in summer 2016), the site was still designated as unsuitable.
They were then consulted on the Submission VALP (in November 2017). However, in the meantime there was a
fundamental change of position in the HELAA (from HELAA v3 to v4) re-designating MMO006 as suitable for
development. The local councils were never consulted on that key change.

It remains the case that relying on the designation of this site in the HELAA as a source of evidence to support the
allocation of site MMO006 or FMM072 is unsound under NPPF 182 because it is not consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG
para 3-008, and in line with the Council's approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the Inspector to correct the Council's
mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

consistent with NPPF 155 and PPG para 3-008, and in line with the Council's approach in ED263 para 15 we appeal to the
Inspector to correct the Council's mistake at this stage by removing this allocation from the site.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not consistent with National
Policy (NPPF para 112 - because the allocation site is on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land)

NPPF para 112 says: "Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary,
local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality in preference to that of higher quality."

In justifying the allocation of the best and most versatile agricultural land for development in breach of NPPF para 1 1 2,
ED263, para 7 states "there is no location around Buckingham or Maids Moreton that would easily avoid Grade 3a land."
This is not true. The Council's own Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal (p.77) clearly illustrates that there is a
more suitable site of poorer agricultural quality within Maids Moreton which can accommodate development

ED263, para 22 says that VALP para 9.51 inaccurately refers to HELAA v3 when it should, in fact, refer to HELAA v4. If
this amendment is made, then the rest of para 9.51 - that poorer agricultural land should be prioritised for development
over higher grades, and that the Council's approach to site allocations in order to give effect to NPPF para 112 has been
informed by HELAA v4 (as proposed to be amended) - does not hold true because site MMO006 is Grade 3a land (best
and most versatile agricultural land).

The allocation of site MMO006 and the proposed modifications, including FMM072, are unsound because they are not
consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 112). The planning authority has not sought to use agricultural land of poorer
quality but instead has allocated MMO006 which is the best and most versatile agrjcultural land.

FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary In relation to
site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not "objectively assessed"), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)

NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, "based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development. ...a nd consistent with achieving sustainable development."

NPPF 1 82 says that, \n order to be sound, a plan must be justified, "the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence."

The commentary on planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not 'objectively assessed' during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission 'based on proportionate evidence'.

In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the 'soundness' of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information:

An outline planning application (16/00151 /AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
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on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as 'unsuitable for development'. On receiving this planning application, the Council changed
the designation in the HELAA from 'unsuitable for development' to 'suitable for development', which then allowed the
application site to become an allocated site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has
been produced by the Council to support this change. As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was
determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and Development Committee (2oth February 2019), and the Officer's
Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a 'sustainable location' for 170
dwellings. The application was approved subject to the completion of a s1 06 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020. Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations
received in relation to the VALP allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 201 9) and additional Examination Documents
accepted by the Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning
application was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020. This second determination was heard
by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November
2020) and - despite being a second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two
Members are local to the application site, and despite the Officer's Report (2020) recommending approval - there was
clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In view of this, a motion was put forward for
refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most versatile agricultural land and heritage. As
the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal
materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in
accordance with the Officer's Report. At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of
the 'planning merits' of the
application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had
insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the
Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.

In support of this 'full commentary' the following information from the second determination is relevant:
· Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
· The Planning Officer's incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
· The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: "I think we've got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations."
(193:03)
· The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members' express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: "I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis." (205: 14)

As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: "I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
..... there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by."
(213:47)
· Natural England put forward an objection that "the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified ... ..T he construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site." This was not raised
in the Officer's Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
· Anglian Water put forward an objection that "Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream." This was not raised in the Officer's Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
· Anglian Water also put forward an objection that "The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site." This
was not raised in the Officer's Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
· Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council.

Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not 'objectively assessed' and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.

Equally, the decision to approve planning application 1 6/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP.
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Kevin Robinson - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/73n

Evidence submitted for planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 1 6/001 51/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support pf
planning application 1 6/00 1 5 1 /AOP, in the allocation of site MM0006 and all associated modifications - including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

The planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information: An
outline planning application (16/00151 /AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated
infrastructure on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January
2016. At that time, HELM v3 had designated this site as 'unsuitable for development'. On receiving this
planning application, the Council changed the designation in the HELAA from 'unsuitable for development' to
'suitable for development', which then allowed the application site to become an allocated site in the VALP.
No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has been produced by the Council to support
this change. As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was determined by the AVDC
Strategic Management and Development Committee (2oth February 2019), and the Officer's Report (2019)
presented the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a 'sustainable location' for 170
dwellings. The application was approved subject to the completion of a s1 06 legal agreement, which was
subsequently published online in draft in July 2020. Following comments received on the draft s106
Agreement, representations received in relation to the VALP allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 201 9)
and additional Examination Documents accepted by the Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106
Agreement was not signed, and the planning application was called back to committee for redetermination in
November 2020. This second determination was heard by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November
2020) and - despite being a second determination, despite being heard by the Strategic Sites Committee
where only two Members are local to the application site, and despite the Officer's Report (2020)
recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate. In
view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best
and most versatile agricultural land and heritage. As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from
the Planning Officer warning Members against refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which
was then decided by the Chair casting his deciding vote in accordance with the Officer's Report. At the
second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the 'planning merits' of the
application as purported in much of the VALP supporting evidence, but instead on the direction to Members
that they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light of this site being an allocated site in the
VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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FMM106FMM106
39023902 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM106 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rc

Appendix B needs to be further amended to reflect better the recent changes to the use classes order, to encourage
reduced or car-free residential developments where appropriate and to restrict car use within the Aylesbury Primary
Shopping Area

Officer note, soundness tests failed: consistent with national policy. 

Appendix B – Parking standards fail to recognise the fundamental nature of recent changes to the use classes order.
Rather it relies on confusing and unsatisfactory tweaks to the previous standards.

I suggest that the sections on non-residential car and cycle parking standards need to be rewritten to reflect better the
use classes order changes. In particular, a single basic standard should be given in Tables 2 and 3 for use class E
commercial, business and services uses with less onerous standards for individual class E uses where the applicant
gives a unilateral undertaking that the use will not be changed to another class E use. For example, I assume that an
‘open’ class E use of less than 1000 sqm GFA would require I car parking space per 16 sqm (the highest standard)
whereas an estate agent (financial and professional services) housing the same GFA would require on 1 space per sqm if
restricted to that use.

The parking standards should encourage lower residential car parking or car-free developments where appropriate and
should aim to restrict non-residential car parking within the Primary Shopping Area to communal facilities available for
use by the general public.

Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B should be reordered into sub-groups based on use classes B, C, E, F1, F2 and sui generis
uses. The standards for class E should start with the basic requirements (the highest standard) followed by less onerous
standards for specific uses when the applicant gives a unilateral undertaking to restrict use to that specific use. 

Add to Notes 1 of Table 1:

“Lower standard and car-free developments will be encouraged where the site enjoys good public transport connections
and the development would not result in unacceptable onstreet parking”.

Add to Note 1 of Table 2:

“Non-residential parking provision for development within the Primary Shopping Area defined on the policies map shall be
in the form of communal facilities available for use by the general public and located either on site on in close proximity
thereto”.

Delete the words “(following appropriate discussion with BCC)” from the converted care home/sheltered housing
accommodation Additional Guidance under Table 2.

Delete the words “where opportunities are made for ‘open’ class E uses, the highest parking standards for uses in that
class will be utilised” for the notes under Tables 2 and 3.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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FMM107FMM107
37023702 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Cuddington Parish Council (Mr Ken Trew) [30426]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The map for Cuddington still includes CDN001 (North of Aylesbury Road) as an allocation.
The houses have now been built and modified Table 2 (FMM017) now includes this site under completions. 
The Cuddington proposals map should only show CDN003 Dadbrook Farm

The map for Cuddington still includes CDN001 (North of Aylesbury Road) as an allocation.
The houses have now been built and modified Table 2 (FMM017) now includes this site under completions. 
The Cuddington proposals map should only show CDN003 Dadbrook Farm

Omit allocation CDN001 from the Cuddington proposals map

Yes

Yes
Written Representation
None
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37133713 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr James Watt [33028]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

The map for Buckingham includes proposed building sites which are against the Buckingham Local Area Plan and also a
development which planning was refused by the Secretary of State.

The map for Buckingham includes proposed building sites which are against the Buckingham Local Area Plan and also a
development which planning was refused by the Secretary of State.

The area on the Moreton Road should not be included on the plan as it goes against the Buckingham Local Area Plan. 
It should be removed because planning has previously been refused by the Government. The reasons behind this refusal
will not have changed as the Old Gaol is still in the middle of Buckingham!

Yes

No
Written Representation
None
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37383738 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

Respondent:Respondent: Quainton Parish Council (Mr Brian Fludgate, NP Steering Group Member) [33037]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Reference Quainton Policy Map ED245 P.15
The map shows site 17/04041/AOP under commitments between 1 April 2018 and 31 March 2020 which is correct.
However, the map shows housing allocation QUA001 which had planning permission in October 2018 (ref.
15/04276/APP).

Reference Quainton Policy Map ED245 P.15
The map shows site 17/04041/AOP under commitments between 1 April 2018 and 31 March 2020 which is correct.
However, the map shows housing allocation QUA001 which had planning permission in October 2018 (ref.
15/04276/APP).

QUA001 should be shown as a commitment (13 homes) already included in the Quainton figures in Table 2 Proposed
settlement hierarchy and housing development (FMM017).

This would then be consistent with the allocation figure of 24 in Table 2 and the policy map showing QUA014-016 as the
allocation as per FMM075.

Yes

No
Written Representation
None
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37753775 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr Mark Gadd [32689]

In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for the size of
village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the
allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.

1. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Positively Prepared (not
“consistent with achieving sustainable development”), and Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF para 151)
NPPF 182 says that in order to be “sound”, the Local Plan must be “positively prepared….consistent with achieving
sustainable development”, and NPPF 151 says “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.”
Site MMO006 has been identified in the Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal as the least sustainable site for
development in Maids Moreton. ED264 is a Council ‘Note’ on Site MMO006 which suggests that, even though the
Technical Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal conclusively demonstrates site MMO006 is the least sustainable site in
Maids Moreton, this does not mean the site is unsuitable for development. So the conclusions from ED264 only support
the conclusions in the Technical Annex that site MOO006 is the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton.
In light of ED264 and recent information submitted in connection with planning application 16/00151/AOP (which is not
considered in ED264), site MMO006 now scores the lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria, and the highest in none.
The Council has not provided any robust explanation as to why it has chosen to allocate this site notwithstanding that it
is the least sustainable site appraised so the allocation of this site for development and all associated modifications –
including FMM072 - are UNSOUND: they have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development and the allocation is not consistent with NPPF para 151.
The Council acknowledges in ED263, para 8 that the only previous justification for allocating the least sustainable site -
that it delivers outdoor play facilities which the village does not have - is factually incorrect. To reflect the fact that the
Council are indeed allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton for development without any valid justification,
the Council is now proposing amendment FAM013 which amends VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147). Previously it read:
“Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a
medium village, and so the most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations.”
The amended text now reads:
“Newton Longville has an excess of suitable HELAA sites beyond a reasonable amount for a medium village, and so the
most sustainable site(s) has been selected at these locations. In Maids Moreton the allocated site was selected on the
basis of information derived from a planning application.”
It is unfair that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’, without public consultation even
though it has not been shown that this site could be a sustainable development. Indeed, based on current information it
is the least sustainable of the alternative sites that have been assessed.
FMM072 seeks to increase an unsustainable allocation from “170 houses” to “at least 170” contrary to NPPF 151
because MMO006 has been conclusively shown to be the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton and no explanation
has been given for allocating the least sustainable site for development. Therefore, the allocation of site MMO006 and all
associated modifications, including FMM072, have not been positively prepared consistent with achieving sustainable
development, and are not consistent with National Policy. On this basis, they are not sound under NPPF 182.
2. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because they are Not Justified (“not the most
appropriate strategy” - 182 dwellings is an excessive allocation for a medium village)
Notwithstanding the fundamental issue that Maids Moreton has been incorrectly categorised in the Settlement Hierarchy
as a ‘medium village’ when it is in fact a ‘small village’, FMM107 allocates a further 12 houses to Maids Moreton bringing
the total allocation for this village to 182 dwellings.
The MMO006 development of 170+ houses, which in their plan states should be primarily houses for 4-6 persons, would
accommodate approximately 680-850 persons or more. This single development would double the current population
and it seems unlikely that the village will be able to retain much of its identity in such circumstances.
VALP para 4.153 (now 4.148) lists the allocations in the other medium villages as follows: -
Cuddington – 23 dwellings
Ickford – 30 dwellings
Marsh Gibbon – 9 dwellings
Newton Longville – 17 dwellings
Quainton – 37 dwellings
This comparison of other ‘medium village’ allocations illustrates that an allocation of 182 dwellings for a ‘medium village’
is disproportionate, excessive and is not a justifiably appropriate development strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives, particularly given that Maids Moreton has the 3rd smallest population of the medium villages
listed and only four ‘key criteria’.
ED263, para 19 says that the large number of dwellings allocated to Maids Moreton “is a result of the Council’s capacity
based approach which does not lead to proportional distribution of development according to population”. However, the
Council has not given any explanation as to how a small settlement with only four key criteria has the ‘capacity’ for such
a large development.
In fact, ED263 para 12 justifies this excessive allocation in Maids Moreton on the basis that “allocations…do not match
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the size of settlements but generally relate to the availability of developable sites.” This is not a capacity-led approach at
all. It conflicts with every possible interpretation of ‘sustainable development’ and runs contrary to VALP, para 3.19 which
states: “The strategy for development generally reflects the size and character of different settlements and seeks to
deliver a sustainable level of development that will support their different roles and functions.”
ED263, para 26 misunderstands previous objections received relating to the Inspector’s Interim Findings at paragraph 41.
There is not a lack of support in Maids Moreton for the capacity-led approach to development, only a lack of support
insofar as this ‘capacity-led approach’, by the Council’s own admission in ED263 para 12, has not been followed in
respect of the allocation in Maids Moreton.
In light of the additional Maids Moreton development referred to in FMM107, which alone would be a sufficient allocation
given the size and capacity of Maids Moreton, FMM072 and the allocation of site MMO006 remains not justifiably the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is an excessive allocation for the size of
village with only four key criteria which is contrary to the Council’s ‘capacity-led’ approach to allocations - so the
allocation and associated modifications are not sound under NPPF 182.
3. FMM072, together with the allocation of site MMO006, are NOT SOUND because the planning commentary in relation
to site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is Not Positively Prepared (not “objectively assessed”), and Not Justified
(based on incorrect and misleading evidence)
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be positively prepared, “based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development….and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”
NPPF 182 says that, in order to be sound, a plan must be justified, “the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP in respect of site MMO006 given in ED244 (Appendix A) is
incomplete and misleading. The development was not ‘objectively assessed’ during the course of the planning
application, and neither was the decision to grant planning permission ‘based on proportionate evidence’.
In order to ascertain for himself whether or not this planning application provides objectively assessed, proportionate
evidence which supports the ‘soundness’ of the site allocation in the VALP - or indeed further undermines this
unsustainable and flawed allocation - the Inspector requires a full commentary on the application. In view of this, the
planning commentary for site MMO006 in ED244 (Appendix A) should include all the following information:
An outline planning application (16/00151/AOP) for up to 170 homes, public open space and associated infrastructure
on what is now the VALP as proposed to be modified site MMO006 was validated in January 2016. At that time, HELAA
v3 had designated this site as ‘unsuitable for development’. On receiving this planning application, the Council changed
the designation in the HELAA from ‘unsuitable for development’ to ‘suitable for development’, which then allowed the
application site to become an allocated site in the VALP. No evidence, other than receipt of this planning application, has
been produced by the Council to support this change. As a result of allocating this site in the VALP, the application was
determined by the AVDC Strategic Management and Development Committee (20th February 2019), and the Officer’s
Report (2019) presented the VALP allocation as evidence that the application site is a ‘sustainable location’ for 170
dwellings. The application was approved subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement, which was subsequently
published online in draft in July 2020. Following comments received on the draft s106 Agreement, representations
received in relation to the VALP allocation during Public Consultation (Dec 2019) and additional Examination Documents
accepted by the Inspector in relation to site MMO006, the draft s106 Agreement was not signed, and the planning
application was called back to committee for redetermination in November 2020. This second determination was heard
by the Strategic Sites Committee (19th November 2020) and - despite being a second determination, despite being heard
by the Strategic Sites Committee where only two Members are local to the application site, and despite the Officer’s
Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing permission during the course of the debate.
In view of this, a motion was put forward for refusal on grounds of traffic and transport, landscape impact, best and most
versatile agricultural land and heritage. As the motion for refusal was put forward, intervention from the Planning Officer
warning Members against refusal materially influenced the vote leading to a tie, which was then decided by the Chair
casting his deciding vote in accordance with the Officer’s Report. At the second determination planning permission was
granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the application as purported in much of the VALP supporting
evidence, but instead on the direction to Members that they had insufficient grounds for refusing this application in light
of this site being an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of soundness.
In support of this ‘full commentary’ the following information from the second determination is relevant:
- Residents have received legal advice that the decision to grant planning permission is unlawful.
The Planning Officer’s incorrect advice during the second determination and intervention (which sought to persuade
against a refusal) is currently subject to an internal investigation at the highest level within the Council, which is being
carried out by an independent legal professional.
- The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members against refusal on the basis that it would undermine the
allocation of this site in the VALP and potentially other allocations in the VALP: “I think we’ve got to be very very careful
refusing a site that has already gone through quite a lot of scrutiny through the VALP process but also through the
application process and the implications that this would have elsewhere in terms of the strategy and the allocations.”
(193:03)
- The Planning Officer inappropriately advised Members that there were insufficient grounds for refusal particularly with
regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ express belief to the contrary on hearing all the evidence: “I would just
stress that I am concerned our highways engineers have made it absolutely clear that they think that this is satisfactory
and they are highly unlikely to be able to support a reason for refusal and provide evidence on that basis.” (205:14)
As one Member commented after a series of like interventions by the Planning Officer: “I was really astonished frankly
Chairman that, in my experience on planning committees, once a proposal was made and seconded the vote is carried
….. there's been an attempt to virtually rubbish everything Councillor Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.”
(213:47)
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Mark Gadd - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/75c

- Natural England put forward an objection that “the application would damage or destroy the interest features for which
Foxcote Reservoir & Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified…..The construction of a development so
close to the SSSI boundary could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site.” This was not raised
in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the Inspector.
- Anglian Water put forward an objection that “Development [of this site] will lead to unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream.” This was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been
raised with the Inspector.
- Anglian Water also put forward an objection that “The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the development site.” This
was not raised in the Officer’s Report (2020) or during the course of the debate and has not been raised with the
Inspector.
- Six different Local Councils raised strong objections to the development on the grounds that the site is entirely
inaccessible for the volume of traffic that a development of 170 houses will generate: Buckingham Town Council, Maids
Moreton Parish Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury
Parish Council.
Clearly, the evidence for planning application 16/00151/AOP was not ‘objectively assessed’ and therefore not positively
prepared and cannot be used as evidence to support the allocation of site MMO006.
Equally, the decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been based on proportionate evidence but,
instead, based on inappropriate and incorrect direction from the Planning Officer during the course of the Committee
debate. In effect, the VALP process is being used to support a recommendation to approve the planning application;
whilst at the same time the planning application is being used to support the allocation in the VALP. Therefore, the
decision to approve planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be used to justify the site allocation in the VALP.
Evidence submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP has not been objectively assessed and neither was the
decision to grant permission based on the planning merits of the case. Therefore, reliance on the resolution to approve
planning application 16/00151/AOP, or reliance on a considerable amount of the material submitted in support of
planning application 16/00151/AOP, in the allocation of site MMO006 and all associated modifications – including
FMM072 - would render the allocation unsound.

The allocation of site MMO006, and all associated modifications including FMM072, must be deleted from the VALP
because the allocation is not sound or legally/procedurally compliant in accordance with NPPF para 182.

No

No
Appearance at the examination
Each time the Inspector refers outstanding objections to the Council, the Council replies with incomplete,

confused or incorrect information which does not allow the Inspector to make a reliable judgement on whether or not the
allocation of MMO006 is sound or legally and procedurally compliant. I would therefore like an opportunity to correct any
such misunderstanding, and to provide further detail on the points I have raised to the extent that this would assist the
Inspector.
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

Respondent:Respondent: Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Main mod representations - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qj
Response form - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/6qk

The Consortium notes that SMD004 is shown on the proposals map as a Commitment and is correctly shown as not
being within the allocation area for AGT1. The Consortium support the exclusion of SMD004 from the AG1 allocation
area as shown on the Proposals Map as now amended. The Consortium proposes that the boundary of AGT1 is more
clearly delineated with a thicker boundary (excluding SMD04, SMD018, 16/02673/AOP & 17/02868/AOP)) so that it is
clear to anybody looking at the Proposals Map that those sites are not included with the AGT1 allocation.

On behalf of the D-AGT1 Consortium, please find attached a response to the VALP Further Main Modifications
consultation. The submission comprises the following two attachments:

1. Completed Representations Form;
2. Representations Document.

The Consortium proposes that the boundary of AGT1 is more clearly delineated with a thicker boundary (excluding
SMD04, SMD018, 16/02673/AOP & 17/02868/AOP)) so that it is clear to anybody looking at the Proposals Map that
those sites are not included with the AGT1 allocation.

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
To assist the Inspector in their consideration of D-AGT1 as principal landowners/promoters of the

strategic allocation.
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38403840 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Turley Associates (Mr David Murray-Cox, Director) [29614]

As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and
considers that this area has the capacity to accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded.
(officer summary)

Dear Sir / Madam
VALP FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION 2020-2021
We write to submit representations on behalf of our client, Hambledon Land to the consultation into the further main
modifications to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
BACKGROUND
Hambledon Land is promoting a retirement and care community on land north west of Fremantle Court at Stoke
Mandeville.
Land to the south-east of Fremantle Court, which is owned by Fremantle Trust, could deliver a second phase of specialist
housing accessed through the existing entrance to Fremantle Court, should the Trust decide to bring it forward. A
document setting out the form of development proposed at this site was submitted in response to the Main
Modifications consultation and has been shared with the group preparing the Stoke Mandeville Neighbourhood Plan.
This document showed how the proposals would comprise:
• Between 100 and 140 homes for the elderly on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court Care Home and
the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.
• A 17-acre nature reserve integrating and blending with the areas of built development – dedicated in perpetuity through
a deed of covenant (with this located in the former Wycombe District part of Buckinghamshire Council).
• Communal facilities including restaurant/snack bar, education/hobby suite, fitness suite, health clinic, swimming pool
and bowling green.
• Full access to all communal facilities and the nature reserve for new residents, Fremantle Court residents and the wider
village community.

• Exceptionally designed energy efficient buildings and on-site renewables to assist in achieving zero carbon
performance across the site.
• The creation of a wildlife habitat with a fully integrated environmental management plan to deliver a biodiversity and
wider environmental net gain across the site.
• Footpath links to encourage recreational experiences with nature.
• An extension of the Stoke Mandeville Way to the site.
• A wide range of green travel options to reflect the zero carbon concept for the site.

REPRESENTATIONS
In light of Hambledon Land’s interests as explained above, these representations consider:
• ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP, namely those numbered FMM078 –
FMM084;
• ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
• ED246 Sustainability Appraisal of Further Main Modifications
ED243: Schedule of Proposed Further Main Modifications to the Modified VALP
FMM078
We welcome the additional analysis undertaken by the LPA to ensure that the VALP represents a more positive response
to the need for C2 accommodation. We note from the proposed revision to paragraph 5.42 that although the level of
completions/commitments since 2013 has increased, so has the remaining need (rising from 800 to 1,212).
We understand that the Council’s methodology for calculating the revised level of need for C2 accommodation is set out
in document ED258 ‘Buckinghamshire Council Supporting Statement for VALP C2 Older Persons' Housing Allocations
(November 2020)’.
The Council’s analysis in document ED258 explains that the further Main Modifications results in a small shortfall
against the need for C2 accommodation. In our submission, this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach
to the determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, in our submission, the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such
opportunities exist.
FMM079
We welcome the fact that the LPA has continued to recognise the importance of identifying specific deliverable sites to
meet identified needs for C2 accommodation.
FMM080
We note that the revised text records that the proposed allocations fall short by 51 units. In our submission, that text
should be amended to explain that this shortfall is against the five year requirement between 2020-2025. As we set out
above this indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the determination of applications, by seeking to
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maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission
that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this shortfall if such opportunities exist.

FMM081
The revised text to paragraph 5.46 indicates that the VALP will still result in a residual requirement for C2
accommodation which is not met by site specific allocations and as such the draft Policy maintains the approach of
supporting broad locations for such development.
As we set out above, the scale of the residual need indicates that the LPA must apply a proactive approach to the
determination of applications, by seeking to maximise the capacity of sites and by granting permission in a timely
manner. Furthermore, we reiterate our submission that the VALP itself should be proactive enough to address this
shortfall if such opportunities exist.
FMM082
We broadly welcome the specific identification of the land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville as a proposed
allocation to meet the need for C2 accommodation between 2020 – 2025. In particular we note that the Council has
considered the positive impact that this scheme could have by reducing the scale of unmet need through the
Sustainability Appraisal (Document ED246). We do not repeat the content of the Sustainability Appraisal in these
representations.
However we maintain concerns in relation to a number of factors:
• The proposed site area is indicated to be 0.38 hectares. This does not correspond to the area shown in document
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps.
• The treatment of the land south east of the Fremantle Court Care Home; and
• The references within Policy H6(b) to a nature reserve.
In our submission, the site area (in hectares) should be amended to reflect the eventual allocation.
In relation to the capacity of the site, Hambledon Land has reviewed its proposals for the land north west of Fremantle
Court and now considers that area to have capacity for approximately 100 units (rather than the 100-140 previously
promoted).
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development.
In order to provide certainty, Hambledon Land consider that the proposed allocation of land adjacent to Fremantle Court
should be amended to:
• Clarify that approximately 100 units are allocated on land to the north west of Fremantle Court. That then corresponds
with the Hambledon Land promotion and as such ensures that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being
promoted and could deliver accommodation to meet identified needs; and
• Identify the land to the south east of Fremantle Court as being safeguarded for a future phase of development. That
then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer
term.

The revised Policy wording indicates that the development on land adjacent to Fremantle Court is expected to provide a
designated nature reserve. As the Council will be aware, that does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, but not
on land within the former Aylesbury Vale area which is to be covered by the VALP. The proposed nature reserve is on land
formerly within Wycombe District. Whilst the nature reserve does form part of the Hambledon Land proposals, it would
not be appropriate for this to be subject to the VALP allocation. As such we suggest that the supporting text be amended
to explain that the allocation will be delivered in conjunction with a nature reserve located outside of the VALP area.
FMM083
We have no comments to make.
FMM084
An allocation of approximately 100 units to the north west of Fremantle Court would correspond with the Hambledon
Land promotion and ensure that the VALP reflects a scheme which is actively being promoted and could deliver
accommodation to meet identified needs.
We explain in these representations that the land to the south east of Fremantle Court was envisaged as a possible
future phase of development and we have proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development.
That then provides the LPA with a potential additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the
longer term.
ED245 Proposed Further Modifications to the VALP Policies Maps
The proposed further modifications to the VALP Policies Map shows an area of land to be allocated under Policy H6(b)
adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville, for C2 accommodation. As we have previously set out, Hambledon Land
itself is promoting land to the north west of Fremantle Court and considers that this area has the capacity to
accommodate approximately 100 units of accommodation.
We note that the proposed allocation also includes land to the south east of Fremantle Court. That area of land does not
form part of Hambledon Land’s proposals and was envisaged as a possible future phase of development. We have
proposed that this area be safeguarded for a future phase of development. That then provides the LPA with a potential
additional source of C2 accommodation to meet identified needs over the longer term.
The proposed allocation currently includes the land occupied by the Fremantle Court Care Home. We consider that this
area should be excluded from the allocation for the following reasons:
• The proposed allocation refers to the land adjacent to Fremantle Court; and
• The inclusion of the Fremantle Court Care Home within the allocation is likely to cause confusion and uncertainty to the
users and occupiers of that building.
SUMMARY
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Hambledon Land is promoting a scheme of 100 units of accommodation for the elderly on land to the north west of the
existing Fremantle Court Care Home with the potential for 50 units in a later phase to the south east.

The Further Modifications to the VALP propose to allocate land adjacent to Fremantle Court, Stoke Mandeville for C2
accommodation under Policy H6(b) for approximately 100 units. Hambledon Land consider that this allocation should be
amended to reflect the proposal for approximately 100 units on land to the north west of the existing Fremantle Court
Care Home. The land to the south east of Fremantle Court is also shown on the Policies Map as being part of this
allocation. However for the reasons we set out, this should be safeguarded as a possible future phase.
We would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss the proposals on the land adjacent to Fremantle Court with Officers
in greater detail.
Yours sincerely
David Murray-Cox

-

Not specified

Not specified
Not specified
None
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Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: Vistry Group [33071]
Agent:Agent: Define Planning & Design (Kirstie Clifton, Associate Director) [32718]

Officer summary: 
The capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory that is proposed
to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and to allow
for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.
Whilst the marginal increase in the provision of housing at large villages is welcomed, the modified plan fails to
allocate a sufficient quantum of development for the remainder of the plan period, and as such fails to support
large villages. To achieve this, and also to allow for an increased buffer over AVDC’s housing requirement, AVDC should
maximise the potential of existing allocations.
Given that there are no technical constraints that would limit the site’s capacity to 26 dwellings, the capacity of
‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) should be increased to c. 60 dwellings.

FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033), from
30,233 to 30,134 dwellings. Indeed, that alteration is also reflected in FMM012, which notes that this results in a
reduction in the buffer of housing that is to be provided above the overall housing requirement from 5.7% (as per
the previous iteration of the plan) to 5.4%.
The reduction in the total number of dwellings to be delivered across the plan period is informed directly by the housing
trajectory, which is proposed to be amended through FMM106. Notably, those amendments have resulted in reductions
to delivery from D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury (reduced to 1,300 dwellings in the plan period from 1,400 dwellings) and
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (reduced to 600 dwellings in the plan period from 757 dwellings previously).
Whilst the amendments to the trajectories of those sites are welcome, the broader point still stands that the
District’s housing supply is still largely dependent on delivery from a number of large sites within the same
settlement (most notably Aylesbury town). Indeed, the housing trajectory as modified by FMM106 anticipates that 8,877
dwellings are to be delivered within the six strategic allocations surrounding Aylesbury (D-AGT1 to D-AGT6) between
2020 and 2033; which comes in addition to the delivery of 3,036 dwellings within those developments in
the plan period to date (April 2013 – April 2020). Clearly, that is a significant proportion of AVDC’s supply to be
delivered from just 6 sites, and indeed delivery from those sites totals some 40% of the District’s supply.
Whilst the inclusion of large, strategic sites within AVDC’s trajectory is of course sound in principle, the 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 the build out rates of larger sites (such as the aforementioned allocations D-AGT1 to D-AGT6).
Firstly, the Letwin Report highlights that delays can often occur at the early stages of development as a result of the
complexities of delivering the necessary transport and utilities-based infrastructure to accommodate development
of this scale. That is a particularly relevant consideration given the nature of the proposed development sites
adjacent to Aylesbury town, and indeed the revised policies maps (as proposed to be modified by FMM107)
highlight the significant road infrastructure that is still required to be delivered to facilitate those development sites.
Specifically, the modified policies map highlights that delivery of the Eastern Link Road North, Eastern Link Road
South, Southern Link Road, South East Aylesbury Link Road, the Stoke Mandeville A4010 Realignment, and the
South West Aylesbury Link Road have yet to be completed. That infrastructure provision directly relates to parcels
AGT1, AGT2, AGT3, and AGT4, and as such their deliverability is dependent on the timely delivery of it. Indeed,
whilst it is accepted that the majority of those infrastructure projects are nearing completion, AVDC must be aware
that the delivery of large pieces of infrastructure is volatile, and that delays can occur for a multitude of reasons
even in the latter stages of a project.
As such, whilst modified under FMM106 to marginally improve the realism of the timelines for delivery, it is
considered that the amended Housing Trajectory still does not reflect the reality of delivering a number of large
sites around Aylesbury town. Indeed, the Housing Trajectory suggests that residential delivery at AGT4 will
commence from 2022/23 (as little as four months after the highways project is scheduled to be completed), and
that delivery at the residual areas of AGT1 and AGT2 will commence in 2024/25. Those timescales fail to take into
consideration those complexities, and the need for those developments to first navigate through the planning
application process.
If and when those issues have been overcome, the Letwin Report also notes that build out rate can be limited by the
effective market absorption rate of developments. Indeed, 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 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 the
absorption of properties can directly stall the build-out of sites, this may be a considerable issue within a settlement
where six allocations are delivering some 40% of AVDC’s supply of housing over the plan period.
That is not to say, however, that the modified housing trajectory should reduce its aspiration to deliver larger sites.
However, with the reduced buffer now proposed within the modified VALP of just 5.4% (see FMM012) there is even
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

less scope for slippage in the delivery of these clearly complex sites. Therefore, it is Vistry Group’s position that the
buffer should be increased further to allow flexibility in AVDC’s supply of land and to ensure that there is certainty
that the plan can deliver over the plan period. Until that approach is taken, the plan cannot be considered
“effective” in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 35c.
Specifically, the Letwin Report finds that “we will continue to need more new housing both on the smaller sites and
on large sites” (paragraph 1.8 (b)), which reflects the findings of the NPPF 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” (paragraph 68). The suggested amendment would therefore ensure that the plan is in accordance with the
NPPF in that regard.
In that light, and to address AVDC’s reliance on large sites and ensure that their land supply has sufficient flexibility,
AVDC should maximise the potential of small-medium sites. Indeed, whilst the plan proposes to allocate ‘Land South
of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) for residential development, it puts forward a site capacity of just 26 dwellings,
which fails to take into consideration the suite of technical and environmental assessments that have previously
been submitted that demonstrate a more suitable capacity of c. 60 dwellings. The allocation policy, as currently drafted,
fails to ensure an “efficient use of land” therefore as required by NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, to allow for an increased buffer of dwellings in the Council’s supply and to demonstrate an ‘efficient use of land’
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 122, the capacity of ‘Land at Creslow Way, Stone’ should be increased to 60
dwellings.

Whilst FMM001 proposes a reduction in the District’s overall housing supply during the plan period (2013-2033),
from 30,233 to 30,134 dwellings, FMM008 specifies that there has been an increase in housing provision at ‘large
villages’ over the plan period from 2,271 dwellings to 2,408 dwellings. Whilst the marginal increase in delivery at
‘large villages’ is welcomed, the VALP should ensure that it maximises development potential at such settlements,
given that the NPPF makes it clear that “planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and
thrive”, and that development in such locations supports local services and the provision of infrastructure (NPPF
paragraph 78).
Indeed, whilst there has been a marginal increase in the number of dwellings to be delivered in large villages in the
plan period, FMM016 (which seeks to modify Spatial Strategy for Growth Table 1 and sets out the composition of
completions and commitments by settlement hierarchy level) makes it clear that the increase in delivery at large
villages has occurred as a result of prior completions and existing commitments earlier on in the plan period, rather
than being derived from the provision of any further allocations within the ‘large villages.’
Thus, notwithstanding that modification, the modified plan seeks to allocate land for just 26 dwellings within ‘large
villages’ in the remainder of the plan period. That is clearly an insufficient level of development for the remaining 13
years of the plan period across all villages and fails to reflect that, as identified in the settlement hierarchy, large
villages “have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable
locations for development”. Indeed, the allocation of such a small number of dwellings across the remainder of the
plan period fails to maximise the potential of such settlements, and certainly does not provide the investment that
such settlements require in order to support the provision of local services and facilities; and as such is contrary to
the aforementioned NPPF paragraph 78.
Indeed, it is notable that the figure is lower than the number of dwellings to be delivered from allocations at
‘medium villages’ (39 dwellings as per MM016), which appears to be at odds with a settlement hierarchy that
should fundamentally underpin the distribution of development in the District.
As such, it is Vistry Group’s position that the number of dwellings to be delivered at ‘large villages’, as proposed to
be modified by FMM008 and FMM016, should be increased further still through the identification of an increased
quantum of development through upcoming allocations (rather than commitments outside of the local plan review
process). That approach would also help to provide an increased buffer above AVDC’s housing requirement to
address the District’s dependence on large sites (please refer to Vistry Group’s representations to FMM001,
FMM012 and FMM106 for further commentary on this matter). Specifically, the increase in the number of
dwellings to be delivered at such locations should be achieved by maximising delivery from already allocated sites.
Indeed, a suite of technical and environmental assessments have been submitted in relation to ‘Land at Creslow Way,
Stone’ (STO008) that identifies that the site is suitable to accommodate the development of c. 60 dwellings, rather than
26 dwellings as currently suggested. Those submissions identified that there are no technical or environmental
constraints that would limit the capacity of the site to 26 dwellings and that the site could effectively accommodate a
development size of circa 60 dwellings. That position was noted within the previous consultation and, whilst Vistry Group
recognises that the Inspector has stated that AVDC’s response to not increasing the site’s capacity has been accepted,
that response was generic in its nature and offered no technical-based justification for the decision not to maximise the
available capacity on land that forms an integral part of an existing proposed allocation within a large village.
Indeed, the current allocation confirms that AVDC recognise the site’s suitability for residential development.
However, by limiting the site area and potential capacity, AVDC are unduly restricting potential development and
residential land delivery in this location, and thus are failing to promote an “efficient use of land” in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 122.
As such, the capacity of site STO008 (Land South of Creslow Way, Stone) as identified in the housing trajectory thatis
proposed to be modified by FMM106 should be updated to 60 dwellings both to maximise the efficient use of the site and
to allow for a further buffer above the Council’s housing requirement. To accommodate that, the policies map for Stone,
proposed to be amended under FMM107, should be further amended to include the whole of Vistry Group’s site
ownership, with the landscape buffer amended to reflect the boundary of that land.

The modified housing trajectory (as proposed to be modified through FMM106) should be further modified to
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Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM001, 012, 106 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/758
Define Planning and Design on behalf of Vistry Homes FMM008, 016, 107 -
https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/759

identify a development capacity of c. 60 dwellings at ‘Land South of Creslow Way, Stone’ (STO008) rather than 26
dwellings as currently drafted in order to achieve an efficient use of land. The overall housing supply (as modified by
FMM001) and other relevant alterations (e.g. the buffer as modified by FMM012) should be modified in light of this
change, and the allocation policy should also be updated to reflect this.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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39013901 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: David Vowles FMM107 - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7rb

The small strip of land between the Exchange Street car park and Exchange Street, Aylesbury, which contains 5 mature
chestnut trees that are a prominent feature of the street scene and a major asset to the Garden Town, has rightly been
excluded from the modified primary shopping area. However, for consistency of definition it should also be excluded
from the “site for town centre redevelopment” shown on the policies map.

Officer note, soundness tests failed: justified

The small strip of land between the Exchange Street car park and Exchange Street, Aylesbury, which contains 5 mature
chestnut trees that are a prominent feature of the street scene and a major asset to the Garden Town, has rightly been
excluded from the modified primary shopping area. However, for consistency of definition it should also be excluded
from the “site for town centre redevelopment” shown on the policies map.

Delete from the “site for town centre redevelopment” shown on the policies map the strip of land between Exchange
Street and the Exchange Street car park, Aylesbury.

Yes

No
Written Representation
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40174017 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Oral exam why:Oral exam why:

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

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: APL-218 AWE Main Mod Reps Feb 2021.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t8
APL-218 Proposed Further Main Modifications Guidance Note and Response Form on behalf of AW
Group.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/7t9

The Policy Map, housing trajectory and other references should be updated to reflect the removal of D-HAL003;

Not sound - not justified

See attached documentation

The Policy Map, housing trajectory and other references should be updated to reflect the removal of D-HAL003;

Yes

No
Appearance at the examination
The issues raised in the submission would benefit from further discussion and interaction by participation

at a Hearing, to best assist the Inspector.
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40544054 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:
Appear exam:Appear exam:

Respondent:Respondent: CDS Planning and Development Consultants Ltd. (Matthew Corcoran, Director) [32472]

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

Attachments:Attachments: Matthew Corcoran - CDS Planning 1 - redacted.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74z
Matthew Corcoran - CDS Planning 2.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74m
Matthew Corcoran - CDS Planning 3 - redacted.pdf - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/74n

The current consultation show the policy maps as a further main modification (FMM107) being amended by identifying
only the Care Home use as per the below
image on the site. This is shown in broadly the same location as the current Care Home reserved matters application.
The Care Home land shown above has increased in size and therefore has some impact on the adjoining commercial
areas. To align the new Care Home, Officers have requested a section 73 application to amend the approved parameter
plans. This is currently being considered (ref 20/03629/AOP). Whilst the land for B1 commercial has reduced, the
scheme will still deliver 3000 sqm. (officer summary).

Please see attached submission in respect of the Aston Clinton Road MDA site

Policy D5 –
Aston Clinton Road MDA 5000 sqm 3000 sqm

No

No
Written Representation
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41014101 ObjectObject

Summary:Summary:

Full text:Full text:

Respondent:Respondent: The Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

It is noticeable when examining the Policies Map for Buckingham and the neighbouring settlement of Maids Moreton
(page 5) that allocations BUC043 and MMO006 are located at the furthest edges of Buckingham and Maids Moreton
respectively and distanced by some margin from the main employment areas. 

The reserved site for Buckingham’s additional cemetery site is not shown. This is a commitment within the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan and marked ‘F’ on Fig.4.2.

FMM059

BUC043 (Moreton Road, Phase III)
The Society has consistently opposed the inclusion of this site in VALP. It did not form part of the development plan in
the adopted Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and a previous application was rejected at appeal by the
Planning Inspectorate. It cannot deliver sustainable housing growth, as can be understood from the many objections to
the planning application validated on 11th February 2020 and without major infrastructure mitigation, no development is
possible within the plan period.
Pollution: It is acknowledged that the relative high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries a severe
risk of pollution since current waste water treatments are at capacity and necessitate major works to prevent pollution.
The inclusion of “reference to consultation with the water and sewerage undertaker” does not adequately mitigate
against anticipated pollution.
Transport:ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons: 
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
3.If the modelling is predicting a 25% increase in flows eastwards from the Moreton Road/High Street junction, the A422
will be subject to long queues at the approaches from both Stratford Road and Mill Lane*.
4.Why is it assumed that all traffic emanating from site BUC051 will flow through the town centre? The Brackley Road
(A422 westwards) is a likely route, leading as it does to the Silverstone Enterprise Zone.
5. Both BUC043 and MMO006 are approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and,
with limited footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. By
contrast, site BUC051 could initiate an attractive, flat, pedestrian/cycle access via the riverside walks. 
6. There is equally (if not worse) significant on street parking along the Moreton Road further exacerbating the queuing
traffic from an easterly direction.
* Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM003

Buckingham is expected to accommodate additional growth (2,177 houses) without any indication of the associated
infrastructure that will be required to service this growth.
Sustainable growth is not justified without sustainable transport links. This requires public transport that is easily
accessible without the use of the car. In the light of the recent confirmed financial support for the East-West Rail link,
which will offer a real alternative to the car, the Society calls for a re-directed balance of housing towards Winslow. The
reduction of dwellings stated in FMM006 (27) should be re-instated in Winslow, and the increase in Buckingham (10)
diverted to a more sustainable location.

In the Inspector’s Interim Findings, it is noted that ”growth in the north of the district would lead to increased lengths of
commuting flows” and that this is contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 34, which seeks to “ensure that developments which
generate significant movement are located where the need to travel will be minimized”.

ED245 Policies Map

Please note this is neither a ‘support’ or ‘object’ matter. It is simply an observation, which leads to the conclusions set out
under other responses from The Buckingham Society to this consultation.
Policies Map
It is noticeable when examining the Policies Map for Buckingham and the neighbouring settlement of Maids Moreton
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Change suggested by respondent:Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:Sound:

LegallyLegally
compliant:compliant:

(page 5) that allocations BUC043 and MMO006 are located at the furthest edges of Buckingham and Maids Moreton
respectively and distanced by some margin from the main employment areas. 

The reserved site for Buckingham’s additional cemetery site is not shown. This is a commitment within the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan and marked ‘F’ on Fig.4.2. 

FMM072

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road
Maids Moreton has been wrongly categorized as a “medium” village. For a settlement of a lower order with
acknowledged, major transport restraints, the proposed growth of 170 dwellings on this site, now compounded by an
additional 12 dwellings on MMO005 (FMM107) is not sustainable. The insertion of the words “at least” further
undermines the sustainability of this site. Contrary to FMM067, the village is not “moderately well served with services
and facilities”, having only 4 of the 6 criteria cited as a minimum number to qualify as a “medium” village. And, even if it
WAS a “medium” village, “at least 170 houses” is in total conflict with FMM015, Policy S2 (h): “growth in medium villages
will be at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting. It is also in direct conflict with NPPF, Paragraph 34,
since the “significant” movement that will be generated by 170 dwellings outside the settlement boundary of a small
village cannot be minimised. 
One can observe the ludicrously unbalanced nature of this allocation in FMM068, noting that no other ‘medium’ village is
expected to accommodate more than 37 dwellings.
Pollution
As noted under FMM059, the high growth strategy at Buckingham and Maids Moreton carries an unacceptable risk of
pollution owing to the inadequacy of waste water treatment in the area. 
Transport
The SA Addendum report (ED246 9.12.4) considers the “at least 170 houses” to add a further degree of constraint since
it is acknowledged that a “larger site at a lower order settlement” will generate significant vehicular movement contrary
to NPPF, paragraph 34.
Maids Moreton is approached from the town centre via a steep hill, making cycle access difficult and, with limited
footpath access at historic pinch points, interaction between cars and pedestrians will be problematic. 
ED257 Buckingham and Maids Moreton VALP Allocations
This document appears to be produced by Buckinghamshire Council in response to the conclusions reached by Jacobs’
(ED255), Additional Buckingham Modelling Report (produced in October 2020). 
ED257 focus’ on the withdrawal of BUC051, using the calculations carried out by the recent additional modelling by
Jacobs. The modelling methodology used focus’ on the impacts at the two town centre junctions (Moreton
Road/Stratford Road/Market Square and West Street/Bridge Street/Market Square). The report concludes that the
impact of traffic emanating from BUC043 and MMO006 combined (300 dwellings) is less than that might be generated
by BUC051 (125 dwellings). The Buckingham Society believes this is disingenuous for the following reasons:
1. Alternative routes for BUC046 cannot be compared to the so-called “alternative routes” for BUC043 and MMO006
combined.
2.Figs 2-5 – 2-8 indicate traffic flows from BUC043 and MMO006 using the principal village roads of Avenue Road, Mill
Lane* and Main Street. This “alternative” route has been deemed unacceptable and there are mitigation measures
proposed to discourage any use of these routes.
*Mill Lane is also referred to as ‘College Farm Road’.

FMM096 and FMM103

Policy I4 Flooding
(e) and (i)Noting the changes in FMM103 to “ensure no increase in flood risk on site or elsewhere such as downstream,
or upstream receptors, existing development and/or adjacent land” , The Buckingham Society considers that
development on the scale envisaged in BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006 would see a significant increase in surface water
discharge and lead to even greater flood risks within the Great Ouse catchment area. Calculations for floodplain
compensation and volume-for-volume compensation up to the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) are no longer adequate.

FMM096 requires “a new requirement to 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.” This is
an important proposal as it can be the case that small streams and ditches shown by the nationally available flood risk
dataset to be associated with surface water flood risk can be found to be associated with fluvial flood risk upon further
investigation. 
There are vast numbers of active springs around the town and it is noticeable that these and related underground
watercourses have changed the pattern of surface discharge; so much so that in each of the recent major flood events
(1998, 2007 and most recently December 2020), the associated flooding within and without the town has significantly
worsened, flooding properties and land that has not seen such volumes of water in previous decades. Should planning
applications proceed for sites BUC043, BUC046 and MMO006, further evidence is needed on such matters.

-

Not specified

Not specified
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Appear exam:Appear exam:
Attachments:Attachments: Buckingham Society Carolyn Cumming Submission - https://aylesburyvaledc.oc2.uk/a/76g

Written Representation
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