
 
 

  

 
  

 
   

 
     

 
    

         
   

 
           

 
         

         
 

 
           

          
           

     
          

          
           

  
          

         
          

       
  

            
 
         

    
  

 
 

             
          

 
 

       
            

    
      

          
         

 
 

 
     

Maids Moreton & Foscote Action Group 

HEARING STATEMENT 
Traffic/Transport and Application 16/00151/AOP 

1. Traffic and transport 

1.1 During the redetermination of planning application 16/00151/AOP in November 2020, the applicant’s agent 
acknowledged “with regards to sustainable accessibility, it is true to say that the site is located within a rural 
village setting and it is therefore wrong to make judgement on its accessibility based purely on the existing 
situation where it is acknowledged there is a lack of public transport and footways are limited”1 (Council 
meeting 87:51-88:08). 

1.2 NPPF (2012), para 34 says “plans …. should ensure developments that generate significant movement are 
located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be 
maximised.” Even taking into account the rural location of site MMO006, a development of 170 houses with 
no realistic alternative to using a private car undeniably conflicts with this policy (see APPENDIX I, Response 
13). 

1.3 Given the development will be overly dependent on the private car, the traffic solutions are fundamental in 
determining the suitability and sustainability of this site for 170 dwellings.  The routes available to take traffic 
to and from site MMO006 have been extensively assessed through the planning process and all are found to 
be unsuitable for the development traffic: 
i. Mill Lane/College Farm Road: the applicant will carry out traffic calming measures from the outset to 

discourage use of this route, and the s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to further 
discourage use of this route if necessary as the junction will have a negative impact on the A422 which 
is a protected strategic route. 

ii. Foscote Road/Foscote Lane: the s106 Agreement will contain a mitigation package to discourage use of 
this route because it involves ‘rat running’ along unsuitable rural roads through neighbouring villages. 

iii. Buckingham town centre: the s106 Agreement will include a financial contribution to mitigate against 
traffic in Buckingham Town Centre because, according to the Council’s own evidence the town centre is 
already at full capacity. 

This three-pronged mitigation package is necessary even with the removal of site BUC051 from VALP. 

1.4 At the redetermination, on hearing all the evidence and asking extensive technical questions, Members 
agreed that traffic and transport had not been adequately addressed and included this in their motion for 
refusal. Furthermore, six different Local Councils objected: Buckingham Town Council, Maids Moreton Parish 
Council, Foscote Parish Meeting, Leckhampstead Parish Council, Akeley Parish Council and Whittlebury Parish 
Council. 

1.5 Mill Lane/College Farm Road: It is agreed by all parties that the preferred route to and from site MMO006 is 
through the village and down Mill Lane (also known as College Farm Road) to the junction with the A422. This 
is currently the main route out of the village for existing residents. 

1.6 The applicant’s own modelling for planning application 16/00151/AOP shows that queuing levels at the Mill 
Lane junction with the A422 will reach 151-174 vehicles during peak times. However, the Officer’s Report 
(2020), para 5.31 concludes “This level of queuing is not considered realistic given the low traffic volumes and 
is a function of the junction model being over capacity” (see APPENDIX II). In other words, the Officer’s Report 
(2020) simply disregards the conclusions from the applicant’s own modelling on the basis that they are 
apparently not believable despite the number of cars likely to be generated by a development of 170 houses 
in addition to existing residents who already use this route out of the village. 

1 Emphasis added in underline throughout unless otherwise stated. 
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Maids Moreton & Foscote Action Group 

1.7 The Council’s solution to the apparently unreliable modelling at this key junction is to ‘monitor and manage’ 
the situation after the development is complete, and then develop a mitigation package to disperse excess 
traffic via alternative routes, which would be either Foscote Road/Foscote Lane (see below) or through 
Buckingham Town Centre (see below). 

1.8 When questioned on this during the course of the redetermination, Mr Thurley (the Council’s Highways 
Consultant) confirmed: “in the baseline scenario, without any development traffic, the junction was showing 
operational issues and when that happens with the program that is used, as soon as any more traffic is added, 
the results could become unreliable.  So when development traffic was added to that assessment, it was 
showing queues that we believed to be over excessive, which would stretch back the length of the roads and 
were not considered realistic…so we’ve developed this Monitor and Manage Strategy to look at that scenario” 
(153:12-154:00). In other words, the evidence suggests that there are major access issues at this key junction 
and it is pure guess work on the part of the Council that this will not play out in reality. 

1.9 Even more concerning is Mr Thurley’s explanation that followed: “I guess the reason for not making that 
amendment to the junction in the first place [ie improving the junction to cope with the increase in traffic] is 
because we don’t necessarily want to make that route onto the A422 overly attractive for users of the 
development and highway users in general” (154:43-154:45). When asked why not, Mr Thurley replied: “it 
wouldn’t necessarily be dangerous, but it would have a negative impact on the operation of the A422 which is 
of course a strategic route so as a highway authority we would like to protect the operation of that route as 
much as possible” (155:09-155:23).  

1.10 In short, the modelling for the preferred route from site MMO006 via Mill Lane/College Farm Road supports 
the inescapable conclusion that a high level of queues will result from an additional 170 houses. The Council 
disregards this on the basis that the level of queuing is not ‘believable’.  Incredibly, the Council acknowledges 
that use of this preferred route will have a negative impact on a strategic route so, in any event, they wish to 
discourage any development traffic from using this route from the outset.  

1.11 In order to achieve this, the Officer’s Report (para 5.39) sets out the traffic calming works which the applicant 
will undertake on Mill Lane from the outset - a localised narrowing of the road and adding a gateway feature – 
stating “These works are aimed at making College Farm Road a less attractive route from the beginning and 
will aim to deter development traffic from using it” (see APPENDIX II). This mitigation (together with the 
proposed further mitigation in the s106 Agreement) begs the question: where does the Council expect the 
development traffic to go if it is not going to use Mill Lane/College Farm Road? 

1.12 Foscote Road/Foscote Lane and through surrounding villages: The Council claims that all routes to and from 
the site were considered in planning application 16/00151/AOP, but there is no evidence anywhere that the 
route via Foscote Road/Foscote Lane and through surrounding villages has been considered in any transport 
assessment or correspondence between the Council and the applicant. In recognition of this, the s106 
Agreement for planning application 16/00151/AOP will now include a second ‘monitor and manage strategy’ 
to discourage use of the surrounding rural roads for rat running. During the redetermination, Mr Thurley 
confirmed “the measure would be to discourage the use of the lanes for rat-running rather than to make 
improvements to the lanes to make them more attractive for vehicular traffic. So, we’ll be looking to deter 
their use rather than encourage their use” (149:59-150:13). 

1.13 Given the development traffic will be discouraged from using Mill Lane/College Farm Road, and discouraged 
from using Foscote Road/Foscote Lane and surrounding villages, the only remaining route to and from the 
development is via Buckingham Town Centre. 

1.14 Buckingham town centre: All parties acknowledge that Buckingham town centre and, in particular, the mini 
roundabout by the Old Gaol, is at full capacity and there is no room for expanding the junction. 

1.15 We refer the Inspector to Appendix C of the Jacob’s Buckingham Additional Modelling Report, October 2020 
(ED255) which asserts that ‘Scenario 1’ (do minimum plus development of MMO006) will generate 40 (AM) 
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trips and 30 (PM) trips from the development, with an overall network delay of 90s and 50s respectively.  This 
key data feeds directly into the Report’s conclusion that MMO006 performs third worst out of the five 
scenarios considered. However, the trip generation for site MMO006 in the Jacob’s Report, unbelievably, is 
based on the applicant’s Transport Assessment submitted for planning application 16/00151/AOP in February 
2017 (see the Jacob’s Report, para 2.3.2) which has since been shown through the planning process to be 
untenable. 

1.16 In particular, the applicant’s Transport Assessment for planning application 16/00151/AOP is based on the 
incorrect premise that “In light of the assessments undertaken, it is considered that the traffic associated with 
the proposals can be accommodated onto the surrounding highways network, without the need for any 
mitigation measures” (para 7.13.17, see APPENDIX III).  The Inspector will appreciate that the planning 
application process has shown this to be incorrect because extensive mitigation measures are required to 
discourage use of the surrounding highway network, and excess traffic will be funnelled by necessity via 
Buckingham town centre. 

1.17 Therefore, the ‘trip generation’ in the Jacobs Report is not reliable data because it is based on the premise 
that development traffic from MMO006 will be absorbed onto the surrounding highways network, which we 
now know not to be true. In reality, the trip generation from MMO006 will be significantly higher than the 
Jacob’s Report assumes due to the extensive mitigation discouraging use of the surrounding highways 
network. 

1.18 Furthermore, the premise of the Buckingham Transport Strategy – the key evidence base for the Buckingham 
transport schemes “listed” in VALP Policy T3 – is to direct traffic flow away from the town centre and is based 
on HELAA v3 in which MMO006 was deemed ‘unsuitable for development’. The integrity of the Buckingham 
“protected and supported” transport schemes listed in Policy T3 is diminished by the allocation of site 
MMO006, thereby undermining the soundness of Policy T3 from the outset. This will only be exacerbated by 
the mitigation measures on Mill Lane and those proposed in the s106 Agreement for application 
16/00151/AOP. 

1.19 Criteria (c) of Policy D-MMO006 VALP previously required the allocation to secure “a satisfactory vehicular 
access”.  The Council changed this as a Main Modification (MM101) so it now only requires “a new means of 
access to Foscote Road and Walnut Drive, including satisfactory visibility splays to Foscote Road”.  Notably, 
there is no mention of satisfactory visibility splays at the Walnut Drive access because, as acknowledged in the 
Officer’s Report (2020) para 5.24, “the recommended visibility splays [at Walnut Drive] cannot be achieved 
within the adopted highway” (see APPENDIX II).  The Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.21 says that this 
modification to criteria (c) was required by the Inspector, but there is no evidence that the Inspector has been 
told about the access issues to site MMO006 (see APPENDIX II).  

1.20 It is a central theme to NPPF (2012) that development must be located to reduce reliance on the private car 
(paras 17, 34-35).  It is a fact accepted by the Council that the rural location of site MMO006 severely limits 
the use of alternative sustainable transport, and it is too far from Buckingham for walking or cycling to be a 
realistic alternative for accessing day to day shops and services. 

1.21 During the redetermination of planning application 16/00151/AOP, Cllr Cole for Buckingham Town Council 
said “the senior schools are a two-mile 40-minute walk from this site which would encourage more school-run 
vehicle use. And the proposed extra bus service funded by a s106 contribution would not service the town’s 
main employment areas or out of town supermarkets which are south of the bypass – a distance of 2.8 miles – 
and in any case would have only a finite life. Maids Moreton, we notice, is back to a one-a-day bus into town 
after the last s106 funded service expired” (51:14-51:44). In other words, the hourly bus service as a solution 
has already been proved to fail before. 

1.22 In any event, VALP para 7.24 states “National guidelines stipulate that upon completion developments should 
be within a 400m threshold of a bus stop or 800m of a railway station with at least a half-hourly peak hour 
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service provision in order to ensure public transport use is realistic alternative to the car.” The allocation of site 
MMO006 does not meet this requirement, even with the proposed hourly bus service in a s106 Agreement. 

1.23 In short, planning application 16/00151/AOP does not ‘solve’ the accessibility constraints of site MMO006 set 
out in HELAA v3, as claimed by the Council in their Responses to the Inspector (see APPENDIX I, Responses 3 
and 30), but instead serves to confirm the accessibility problems of this unsustainable location. 

2. Planning Application 16/00151/AOP 

2.1 The commentary on planning application 16/00151/AOP given in ED244 does not inform the Inspector that 
the application is now awaiting a third determination (on the advice of David Elvin QC) pending the outcome 
of the VALP Hearing Session. APPENDIX IV gives an updated commentary for the Inspector’s ease of 
reference. 

2.2 The allocation of site MMO006 in VALP is neither suitable (HELAA v3), nor sustainable (see the Technical 
Annex to the Sustainability Appraisal), and it is disproportionately large for a misclassified ‘small’ village (see 
the Settlement Hierarchy). Yet, the Council claims that evidence submitted in relation to planning application 
16/00151/AOP justifies the allocation of site MMO006 irrespective of these conclusions. 

2.3 However, in respect of the planning merits of application 16/00151/AOP - in particular, with regard to access 
and landscape issues - the majority of Members at the November 2020 redetermination did not consider the 
site ‘sustainable’. Six out of ten Members indicated their intention to refuse the application, with a seventh 
Member saying he would support the application but only because he was concerned about claims for costs 
from the developer.  The summing up from these Members is key evidence for the Inspector and is set out in 
APPENDIX V together with the subsequent change of position from one of those Members. 

2.4 It is clear from the detailed discussion and debate during the redetermination that Members were not 
persuaded the site could be made ‘sustainable’. A drawn-out intervention from the Planning Officer in an 
effort to save the allocation of this site in the VALP changed the mind of one Member bringing the vote to a 
tie. 

2.5 In effect, the Council relied on the VALP process to support and secure a recommendation to approve the 
planning application. However, the Council is now relying on the planning application to persuade the 
Inspector that evidence scrutinised through the planning process justifies the allocation of this site for 
development in the VALP. This circular argument is irrational and undermines public confidence in the 
efficacy of the planning process and the Local Plan (see APPENDIX I, Response 36). 

2.6 Furthermore, the redetermination of planning application 16/00151/AOP was decided, not on the basis of the 
five-year housing supply, but on the basis that the allocation of site MMO006 was required to meet the VALP 
housing requirement (see APPENDIX VI). 

2.7 However, the Inspector has confirmed that the VALP must show a housing supply of 28,600 in order to be 
‘sound’. It is the Council’s ‘proposed buffer’ of 5.2% in addition to the required housing supply that gives a 
“target” of 31,000 dwellings. The ‘buffer’ of 5.2% is a matter for the Inspector’s judgement. Removing site 
MMO006 from the VALP reduces the housing supply to 30,063 which still meets the required housing supply 
of 28,600 and allows for a buffer of 5.1% (only 24 dwellings short of 30,087 which is the correct figure for a 
5.2% buffer). In other words, site MMO006 is not necessary to meet the VALP housing requirement. 
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APPENDIX I 
The Council’s Responses from Table 5, ED263 

Summary of representations Council’s response / Reply 
3. No written evidence to 
support change from 
unsuitable to suitable in the 
HELAA. 

…..Highway access to the site were addressed via discussions with the County 
Council as Highway Authority as part of the HELAA revision process. Suitability 
of the site for development was subsequently confirmed by the Highway 
Authority at the relevant hearing session and in relation to the planning 
application (16/00151/AOP). They have concluded that the site can achieve a 
suitable access and that there are no unacceptable highway impacts. 

The HELAA revision process did not address access to the site. In fact, 
spreadsheets disclosed by the Council evidence that the HELAA revision process 
highlighted access constraints. 

Planning application 16/00151/AOP only confirms the access contraints and is 
detailed in paras 1.1-1.24 above. 

Conflict with interim findings 
13. Conflict with para 36 of The Inspector’s Interim Findings refer to commuting flows from the north of the 
interim findings on commuting district into Milton Keynes which may be worsened by the VALP spatial strategy. 
flows and NPPF para 34 re However, the Inspector does not seek the reduction of housing allocations in 
sustainable transport the north of the district, such as the proposed allocation in Maids Moreton, but 

instead requires the allocation of a new housing allocation in close proximity to 
Milton Keynes as a solution. In any event, with the deletion of BUC051 at 
Buckingham and the reduction in capacity of WIN001 at Winslow, there are 
now 570 fewer dwellings allocated in the north of the district. That change will 
reduce expected commuting flows in comparison to the submitted plan much 
more than expected in the Interim Findings. 

This objection focuses not on conflict with the Inspector’s interim findings, but 
on inconsistency with NPPF 34. Contextualising the Inspector’s Interim Findings 
does not address the fact that the allocation is not consistent with NPPF 34. 

Transport 
30. The proposed deletion of 
the requirement for a 
transport assessment from the 
policy makes the site 
unsustainable 

The transport assessment has already been undertaken in relation to the 
planning application for development of the site. In any event, the 
requirements for all development in relation to transport impacts are set out in 
VALP policies T4 and T5 which will apply to any proposal for development of the 
site. 

It is clearly established that planning application 16/00151/AOP cannot be 
relied on to justify the allocation of site MMO006, particularly on transport 
grounds. 

Planning application 
36. Inappropriate influence of It is valid for information supplied in relation to a planning application by the 

the planning application applicant or a consultee to be taken into account in the production of a local 
made before VALP plan. To do otherwise would place any plan out of step with a relevant planning 
Examination commenced application which may result in a planning permission which would affect the 

status of the site in the plan i.e. it would become a commitment. Similarly a site 
may have permission for development refused which might result in the 
exclusion of a site from a local plan. Local plans therefore cannot exist in 
isolation from the planning application process and the information it produces. 
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Summary of representations Council’s response / Reply 
If a site has planning permission refused, it is only right that the site should be 
excluded from the Local Plan as it is clearly not ‘sustainable’, and any other 
outcome would be a catastrophic failure of the planning system. 

A planning application should be determined on its own planning merits, and 
the fact that it is an allocated site in a plan is merely part of this assessment. 
Receipt of a planning application should not, in itself, drive an allocation in a 
local plan.  The fact that the Council thinks this is a valid practice highlights the 
problem with this allocation. 

As a result of this inappropriate approach by the Council, we have a 
development that Officers recommended for approval on the basis that it’s an 
allocated site in the VALP (it would not secure approval on planning merits 
alone, which is why it is being sent back to committee for a third determination 
given the impending Hearing Session), whilst the site is allocated in the VALP on 
the basis that it is has secured planning permission. 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. 
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APPENDIX II 
Extracts from the Officer’s Report (2020) 

5.21 The modification required to Policy D-MMO006 by the VALP Inspector was to provide more detail on the 
highway improvements proposed. If the Inspector requires further detail than that provided he will no doubt 
address this in his report. 

5.24 Revised details have been received indicating acceptable location of signage. It is acknowledged that the 
recommended visibility splays cannot be achieved within the adopted highway but given the low traffic flows 
from the minor arm (Walnut Drive) the distances can be relaxed and acceptable visibility splays can be 
achieved on land which forms part of the public highway or is under the control of the applicant. 

5.31 BCC have reviewed the junction assessments and the queue length survey data submitted as part of the 
transport note with the applicant having now validated the junction model correctly. The results suggest that 
even in the future year (2021) base line scenario, which does not contain any development traffic, the junction 
will suffer from operational issues. There is however some concern with regards to the accuracy of the results 
of the junction model. The junction has been modelled using the PICADY junction modelling software and 
once the ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) value increases to beyond 1 (100%) then the results of the assessment 
become unreliable. In this instance, the junction model is showing an RFC value of 9999, which suggests that 
the PICADY programme is not able to accurately reflect how the junction would perform in the future year 
base line scenario. The queue of vehicles shown in the 2021 scenario in the AM peak is 125 vehicles, and in 
reality, it is unlikely that a queue would ever reach this level given the relatively low levels of traffic that use 
College Farm Road. The results for the scenarios with 40% and 75% of development traffic using Foscote Road 
and College Farm Road show that vehicle queues increase to 151 vehicles and 174 vehicles respectively. This 
level of queueing is not considered realistic given the low traffic volumes and is a function of the junction 
model being over capacity. 

5.39 The applicant will also carry out traffic calming works to the north western end of College Farm Road at its 
junction with Church Street. These works include narrowing College Farm Road at the junction, a localised 
narrowing adjacent to the junction with Church Close, along with a gateway feature with additional road 
markings where the 30mph speed limit begins. These works are aimed at making College Farm Road a less 
attractive route from the beginning and will aim to deter development traffic from using it. The traffic calming 
scheme is shown in principle on drawing number 1158-F07 Rev D and will be subject to statutory public 
consultation. The public consultation will need to be led on by the applicant as part of the S278 process, 
including engagement with Local Members, the Parish Council and residents in accordance with legislation. 
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APPENDIX III 
Extract from Croft’s Transport Assessment (February 2017) 

Traffic Impact Summary 

A413 Moreton Road/High Street & Bridge Street/Market Street/West Street 

7.13.15 The assessments undertaken showed that the two mini-roundabouts within the town centre (A413 
Moreton Road/High Street & Bridge Street/Market Street/West Street) are forecast to operate 
above their theoretical capacity in the ‘Without Development’ 2016 and 2021 flow scenarios, in 
both the AM and PM peak hours. 

7.13.16 The results which include the development traffic demonstrate that the proposals will result in a 
minimal increase in queuing and that the development traffic will not have a material impact on 
overall operation. 

7.13.17 In light of the assessments undertaken, it is considered that the traffic associated with the 
proposals can be accommodated onto the surrounding highways network, without the need for 
any mitigation measures. 

8 



 
 

  

   
   

 
 

  
 

     
 

     
      

     
 

 
               

        
           

      
 

    
               

 
        

          
            

     
        

 
              

              
          

  
 
              

       
      

     
   

 
      

         
         
        

      
   

 
    

 
 

  

 
                        

  

Maids Moreton & Foscote Action Group 

APPENDIX IV 
Full Commentary on Planning Application 16/00151/AOP 

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 and representations on the draft s106 Agreement, the planning application was called back to 
committee for redetermination on the legal advice of Suzanne Ornsby QC given to the Council on 26th August 2020.2 

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 
Members, and despite the Officer’s Report (2020) recommending approval - there was clear support for refusing 
permission during the summing up.  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 (as he considered this course of action to be ‘convention’). Negotiations on the 
draft s106 Agreement are on-going. 

At the second determination planning permission was granted, not on the basis of the ‘planning merits’ of the 
application as purported by the Council 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 the unequivocal direction given by 
the Planning Officer that it is an allocated site in the VALP with which the Inspector had raised no issues of 
soundness. 

In view of this, the Council has now received legal advice from David Elvin QC that, since the weight and significance 
attached to the allocation of this site in the VALP was a matter of significance in the Officer’s Report (2020) and 
during the redetermination, and since this has been overtaken by events (not least the fact that the allocation is 
subject to a further examination hearing to consider soundness issues), the resolution to proceed to the issue of 
permission without further consideration would open it to a serious risk of legal challenge unless it is reported back 
to committee for a third determination. 

This planning application is therefore pending a date for a third determination. 

2 See para 3(2), Legal Opinion provided to Buckinghamshire Council by David Elvin QC (01.02.21) which can be given to the Inspector at his 
request. 
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APPENDIX V 
Summing up of Members 

Redetermination of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP 
(Nov 2020) 

• Cllr Monger: “I’m afraid I simply cannot support the application.  It does not appear to me to be a sustainable site. 
That’s because of its reliance on private car transport. All of the services that it will require are in Buckingham: 
shops, schools, medical. Everything will be in Buckingham and as I think it was Cllr Sandy said earlier: if you’ve got 
to travel a couple of miles, you’ve got to have a car and you’re going to use it so it’s no good saying that a 
temporary provision of a subsidy for a bus is going to alleviate that. It isn’t and experience tells us that it doesn’t. 

Then we have the scale of the development: 60% increase at a stroke….When the Winslow neighbourhood plan 
was developed and we proposed a 35% increase in the size of our community, it was considered to be of an 
extremely bold step….and yet we we achieved 98% support for that neighbourhood planning referendum because 
people could see that it actually improved the sustainability of Winslow. 

This doesn’t improve the sustainability of anywhere: it extends into the open countryside with the loss of BMV 
land; we have, it would certainly appear anyway to me, an unreliable biodiversity report; there are highways 
issues outstanding (we’ve just been talking about them – we’ve got the mini roundabout outside the pub, the 
Walnut Drive and Foscote Lane unsatisfactory situation there, we’re working up some kind of monitoring system 
for the impact on peak traffic at Buckingham Gaol). 

The fact is that I could not support this application in February 2019 and I cannot see anything that I’ve heard 
today that makes me feel that I should change my view.” (160:18-162:58) 

• Cllr Clare: “I can’t support this either…Just taking highways as an issue, to fit this estate onto Maids Moreton, to 
bolt this on requires a root and branch highways change through the whole village that you can’t return from. It’s 
incredibly marginal at every level: squeezing that mini roundabout on, it only just provides enough vision splay to 
make it technically feasible and even then it’s so tight. And there are so many questions to be answered in the 
s106 Agreement to do this. That we’re having to use this casual term of ‘Monitor and Review’ because we don’t 
have the data to say this is going to work at all. 

The only way that this could proceed is by taking a massive gamble changing what is a historic village which is a 
Conservation Area - entirely changing all the highways aspects of that to build on an estate - and then ‘monitor 
and review’ it and only then will we know if we have made that decision right..…I just don’t think it’s acceptable to 
not only add up to 60% to a population but to absolutely change a village on a gamble that we then have to 
monitor and review to then work out (a) how bad the situation is and (b) what other additions we will need to do 
to make it viable.” (163:14-165:36) 

• Cllr Broadbent: “In many ways I echo the comments just been said [by Cllr Clare, above]: s106 Agreement - not 
ready; Monitor and Manage strategy – not ready…..The economic benefit we haven’t really even touched on but 
appears to be purely based on population growth. There’s no clear job provision in this specific to the site. The 
Council has just talked about the reliance on the economic benefit but you have to drive to all the provisions of 
Buckingham. And so, in many ways, I do have some sympathy with Councillor Hardcastle’s comments earlier 
where he said ‘what else needs to be wrong to have this refused?’…..I’m not seeing where the substantive public 
benefit is when we weigh things in the balance.” (166:26-167:37) 

• Cllr Newcombe: “When I sat on this matter in February 2019, I voted in favour of granting planning permission. 
When I did so, I did it reluctantly….I wasn’t very impressed by the scheme at that time and, I have to say, that as 
far as I can see nothing’s got better – everything’s got worse. At that time, we granted the application or 
approved the application subject to the s106 Agreement being signed. 21 months later, it’s not been signed and 
there doesn’t really seem to be a good reason. 
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Maids Moreton & Foscote Action Group 

….Nothing’s got better, everything’s got worse and for the reasons explained by Cllrs Monger, Clare and 
Broadbent, I think that this is something to vote against.” (167:52-169:11) 

• Cllr Jones: “to pick up a point that Cllr Clare made a few moments ago, if the application needs that much in the 
way of traffic calming and whatever then it might have something wrong with it.” (170:28) 

“If it was for 17 houses, I think we’d say ‘no bother’. If it was for 1,700 houses, conversely, I’d also be quite keen 
on the idea because that would come with the infrastructure: the development, the services, the facilities that one 
would expect. But 170 is exactly the wrong number. It brings with it lots of mitigation but that’s not the same as 
any benefits to the host community. It brings nothing but hassle and - to pick up a point that Cllr Clare made a 
few moments ago – if the application needs that much in the way of traffic calming and whatever – then it might 
have something wrong with it. 

…I think Cllr Monger is right. I don’t see the sustainability in this – sticking 170 houses on the side of an old village 
in the countryside. And I think the size and scale of this development will be a significant loss of amenity for 
everybody else in the village…..I’m happy to vote against this and I do hope we can come up with some really 
good reasons.” (169:53-172:01) 

• Cllr Sandy expressed his view earlier in the debate: “I live in an area where we had a similar situation two miles 
from the shops, railway, a major A road and a developer promised that there would be a bus service put on and 
the bus service lasted for about three months because nobody used it because you can’t live two miles away from 
all the shops and the rest of it and schools and doctors surgeries etc without owning a car. When people own cars 
they use them. They don’t use the buses and I think even your promise of the bus service would probably go very 
much the same way because you’d find 170 householders living there so far from Buckingham would actually 
revert to using their cars rather than any public service once an hour and dragging their shopping back on it 
thereafter.  I don’t believe this is a sustainable location. There are no schools nearby, I don’t think there are any 
doctors from what we’ve heard, there’s no public transport, there’s no nearby shopping and everybody will have 
to revert to using cars.” (102:19-103:27) 

“I don’t believe this is a sustainable location. There are no schools nearby. I don’t think there are any doctors from 
what we’ve heard, there’s no public transport, there’s no nearby shopping and everybody will have to revert to 
using cars. And in today’s world most households have got two cars and very often more than that” (103:14-
103:31). 

This led him to vote against the proposal, commenting in the summing up: “I wonder why we are now being 
asked to approve this today and allow officers to decide it under delegated powers. What is the reason for any 
rush? Am I being cynical, as I often am, that Mr Jenrick has been turned around? He’s changed his mind and 
green belt is no longer going to be priority for development and that brown field sites are going to be the flavour 
of the day. And I just wonder why we’re considering this? Has it been brough in suddenly because of other factors 
like that or am I being too cynical for my own good?” (172:46-173:28) 

• Cllr Brown: “I think what everyone is saying is that Aylesbury Vale got it wrong.  Whether that gives us enough 
reason for refusal at this stage, I’m quite worried because it would give an opening for costs and all sorts of 
expenses….I would have to end up supporting this for the wrong reasons.” (173:56-174:38) 

Following this, the Planning Officer intervened and spoke for 9½ minutes without interruption advising Members 
that there were insufficient grounds for refusal, particularly with regard to traffic and transport, despite Members’ 
express belief to the contrary. She also emphasised that this was an allocated site in the VALP with which there 
were no issues of soundness (an argument put forward in the Officer’s Report as evidence of a ‘sustainable location’: 

• Planning Officer: “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) 
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Maids Moreton & Foscote Action Group 

The strong and extensive intervention from the Planning Officer to persuade Members against refusal, even 
suggesting that a refusal would be unlawful, led Cllr Sandy to comment “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 the Cllr Clare [the proposer] said which I was surprised by.” 
(213:51-214:08).  

APPENDIX VI 
Housing Supply deliberations during 

Redetermination of Planning Application 16/00151/AOP (Nov 2020) 

• In answer to Cllr Monger asking “I wonder if the officers can just give some clarification on the situation with a 
five-year housing land supply?” (115:32), the Planning Officer advised “In terms of the figures that have been 
provided in the 2019 Main Modifications for VALP, the five-year period covers 2018-2023 only so it did show a 
surplus of 740 dwellings….however, across the total VALP period, which is 2013-2033, the surplus was only 133 
dwellings so we have a supply of 30,233 against a target of 30,100. So the surplus in terms of the overall VALP 
target is 133.” (116:31-117:27) 

• In response to a clear majority of Members indicating their intention to refuse planning permission, the Planning 
Officer intervened and advised “I need to really sort of bring you back to the reason why this is before you today 
and the assessment in terms of the impact. So this is a site which we have identified in VALP for part of the 
strategy for delivering a significant amount of growth in the Vale area….this site is part and parcel of that strategy 
so if you are looking to refuse this, it has an impact in terms of the VALP requirements and in terms of the targets 
in that we would not be meeting our targets. We would need to be looking at a site for a further 170 dwellings to 
be found from elsewhere in order to meet that VALP target” (176:03-177:42).  This direction from the Planning 
Officer is, of course, incorrect.  On the numbers she provided, there would only be a shortfall of 37 dwellings for 
the VALP housing target. 
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