
Page 1 of 6 
 

   

 

 

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 
2013-33 

 

 
HEARING STATEMENT for 15th April 2021 

 

Site MMO006: Comment on Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Submitted by Mrs. C. Mallett 



Page 2 of 6 
 

   

 

MRS. C. MALLETT - HEARING STATEMENT FOR SITE MMO006 
 
1. Sustainability Appraisal 

 
1.1 Previously, AVDC/Buckinghamshire Council’s (which I will refer to as ‘the Council’) only justification for 

allocating the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton was that there was no play equipment or play 
space in the village and that the 170 homes development would include LEAP provision.  The Council 
has now had to acknowledge that this is factually incorrect (see APPENDIX I, Responses 8 and 9) 
 

1.2 In Response 10 (see APPENDIX I), the Council acknowledges that it has not allocated the most 
sustainable site for development and now claims that the assessment of sites through the 
Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) is “not the sole determinant of a site’s suitability”.  This raises the 
question of which other information is valid because Response 4 states that the HELAA is not the basis 
for allocating site MMO006 but the SA is1   

 
1.3 I would like to draw to the Inspector’s attention that MMO005 and MMO006 together make up the 

allocated sites in Maids Moreton, with MMO005 as a ‘commitment’.  This combination was not one of 
the options assessed in the Technical Annex as it was not considered as a ‘reasonable alternative’ for 
Maids Moreton. Only site MMO006 on its own was considered as a ‘reasonable alternative’. Therefore, 
this current allocation totalling 185 houses (MMO006 and MMO005 combined) is even less sustainable 
than the least sustainable option of site MMO006 on its own 

 
1.4 The Council has now submitted document ED264 (see APPENDIX I, Response 10) - Sustainability 

Appraisal Note – which attempts to reappraise the Technical Annex using information derived from 
planning application 16/00151/AOP. It is claimed that this ‘more recent information’ shows that 
MMO006 can be made sustainable. However, the evidence given in ED264 is out of date because it 
does not consider evidence later submitted for the redetermination of 16/00151/AOP by the Council’s 
Strategic Sites Committee in November 2020 

 
1.5 In fact, ED264 when considered with the additional evidence submitted for 16/00151/AOP shows site 

MMO006 as ranking lowest in 8 of the 12 sustainability criteria and the highest in none. Overall, site 
MMO006 is still assessed as the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton, and by an even greater 
margin than before. To help the Inspector better understand this, I have created a comparison table 
shown in APPENDIX II  

 
1.6 To reflect the fact that the least sustainable site in Maids Moreton is being allocated, the Council is now 

proposing amendment FAM013 to amend VALP para 4.125 (now para 4.147), which originally 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.”2   
 
It is remarkable that this amendment can be made as a ‘Further Additional Modification’ which 
apparently lies outside the realm of any public consultation, effectively bypassing public scrutiny when 
in breach of a statutory duty under s39(2) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to ensure local 
plans are prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development 

                                                 
1 “Following consideration of the site in the final version of the HELAA further assessment has taken place to ensure that the allocated VALP sites, 
including this site, were developable and deliverable e.g. flood risk assessment and sustainability appraisal. The HELAA was therefore not the basis 
for sites being allocated in VALP as suggested.” Council’s response 4, table 5, ED263 
2 Note that I have added emphasis using underline  
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1.7 Finally, given the commitment of MMO005 and the major scale of development along Moreton Road in 

recent years, surely a ‘nil’ allocation in Maids Moreton should be considered as a ‘reasonable 
alternative’? The Council have failed to address this option in their response (see APPENDIX I, 
Response 31) 
 

2. Conclusion 
 

2.1 Overall, the Council cannot simply rely on the fact that a planning application has been made for the 
site to support this site allocation. The Council needs to show to the Inspector, and the public, a 
justified evidence base to support this local plan allocation. For the reasons given in this statement, 
and by other objectors, it has not done so 
 

2.2 Additionally, this allocation is not required for 5 year housing land supply. The AVDC Five Year 
Housing Land Supply Position Statement (September 2020) confirms there is a 5.52 year housing land 
supply, equating to an over-supply of 764 units. Therefore the allocation of 170 homes on site 
MMO006 is not necessary to meet this requirement 

 
2.3 In Discussion Document D5 the Inspector confirmed that, in order to be ‘sound’, the VALP must show a 

housing supply of 28,600.  The Inspector had previously agreed that the Council’s ‘proposed buffer’ of 
5.2% in addition to the required housing supply would be a “reasonable allowance for uncertainties” 
(Interim Findings, para 27).  In view of this, the Inspector confirmed in Discussion Document D5 that 
the Council should have a “target” of 31,000 dwellings.  In other words, the VALP must show a housing 
supply of 28,600 in order to be sound.  However, the proposed ‘buffer’ of 5.2%, to ensure housing 
supply in practice meets this requirement, is a matter for the Inspector’s judgement 

 
2.4 If site MMO006 is removed from the VALP, it reduces the housing supply to 30,063 which still meets 

the target of 28,600 with a buffer of 5.1% (which is only 24 dwellings short of 30,087 - the correct figure 
for a 5.2% buffer).  Therefore, it is not necessary to allocate an unsuitable, unsustainable site of 170 
dwellings in a small village which has been incorrectly classified as a ‘medium’ village in order to make 
the VALP ‘sound’ in terms of housing supply 
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APPENDIX I - Buckinghamshire Council Responses from ED263 Table 5 (with comments) 

 
Summary of 

representations 
Council’s response Comment 

 
Public open 
space 
8. Public open 
space audit 
(March  2017) is 
incorrect as it 
ignores a well-
equipped play 
area 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Assessment of Open Space, Sports and 
Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale Final Report 
March 2017 does not contain a specific review of 
play spaces in villages. The specific reference to 
the Assessment in the policy and the SA is 
therefore incorrect and should be deleted from the 
policy and the SA.  
 
Nevertheless, the statement regarding the level 
and type of play spaces available in the policy and 
the SA is drawn from a comment by Joe Houston 
the council’s Parks & Green Infrastructure Officer 
on the planning application for the site based on his 
team’s audit (published 5th February 2016). That 
audit found only one LEAP in the village and, 
based on the expected population post 
development, calculated that the village would 
require main open space of approximately 4 to 8 ha 
(providing amenity and natural areas with 50% non 
sports space) NEAP level equipped play provision 
on central main open space. Maids Moreton’s 
Recreation Ground is around 2.84ha and the 
majority of that is taken up by a cricket & rugby 
pitch   
 

 

I cannot understand how ‘Expected population post 
development’ is relevant in determining whether to 
allocate this site in the local plan. It relies on the 
expected post-development population in order to 
justify the site’s prior allocation. This is an irrational 
basis for justifying a local plan allocation. 
 
 
Now that the justification for allocating the least 
sustainable site for development is shown to be 
based on incorrect information, the requirement for 
play space is a separate matter for the planning 
application, not for the determination of whether the 
allocation of this site in VALP is ‘sound’ 
 

 
9. Public open 
space justification 
for development 
in SA is in conflict 
with the 
Settlement 
Hierarchy score 

 

 
The statements about play space availability in 
Maids Moreton in the SA and the Plan are 
therefore based on a published professional 
opinion and are therefore a valid consideration for 
the SA and the policy to have regard to. In 
comparison the Settlement Hierarchy only counts 
the number of play spaces not their size or quality 

 
The Council has conceded that the justification for 
allocating site MMO006 is incorrect (see above) 
and therefore invalid. The professional opinion is 
that additional play space would be required post 
development, but that is a matter for the planning 
application, not for the determination of whether or 
not the allocation of this site in the VALP is sound 
 

Sustainability 
appraisal 

10. Para 4.153 of 
VALP states that 
MMO006 is the 
most sustainable 
site in Maids 
Moreton, but the 
allocation of 
MMO006 is not 
supported by the 
sustainability 
appraisal for 2017 
VALP which 
defines the site as 
the least 
sustainable site in 
the village (July 
2016). This 
incorrect 
statement raises 
issues of 
soundness. Site is 
least sustainable 
in MM as per SA 
not most as stated 
in VALP at para 
4.125 (now 4.147) 

 
It is agreed that the SA does not categorise 
MMO006 as the most sustainable site in Maids 
Moreton and that statement should be deleted from 
VALP. Nevertheless, the assessment of sites 
through the SA is not the sole determinant of a 
site’s suitability. It’s conclusions also have to be 
read in the context of other information.  
 
Since the preparation of the SA more detailed 
information in relation to site MMO006 has 
emerged in relation to the related planning 
application. The report from Aecom submitted in 
association with these responses reviews the SA’s 
content against that information. It concludes that 
the concerns raised in the SA about site MMO006 
have been addressed by the more recent 
information and the significant adverse impacts 
referred to in NPPF para 153 do not exist in 
relation to site MMO006.   

 

(This section is discussed in para 1.2 above) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Presumably the Council means NPPF 151 (not 
NPPF 153 as typed above) which states “Local 
Plans must be prepared with the objective of 
contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development.  To this end, they should be 
consistent with the principles and policies set out in 
this Framework, including the presumption of 
sustainable development.” 
 
The Aecom Report referred to does not review the 
SA content against the planning application 
information.  It merely repeats its previous 
conclusion but states that being the least 
sustainable site does not mean it is not suitable for 
development.  When reviewing the SA’s content 
against the latest information for the planning 
application (which the AECOM report does not do), 
it shows that the site is even less sustainable than 
previously concluded (please see detailed analysis 
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and therefore 
conflicts with 
NPPF para 151 
 
 

of the AECOM Report, ED264, in APPENDIX II 

below). 
 
Notably, the AECOM Report also notes (at 3.4) that 
“…the step of presenting detailed SA analysis of a 
site option in isolation is unusual, in that it has not 
been undertaken for other sites through the VALP 
SA process, and is not typically undertaken as part 
of Local Plan SA work, in AECOM’s experience.” 
This highlights how unusual and irregular the 
Council’s handling of MMO006 has been. 
 

Conflict with 
NPPF and 
guidance 
29.  Conflict with 
NPPF para’s 151 
and 165 as well as 
PPG para 008 (3-
008-20140306) on 
parish council 
involvement with 
evidence base on 
land availability 
 
 

 

NPPF paragraph 151 refers to plans being 
prepared with the objective of delivering 
sustainable development and paragraph 165 refers 
to a need for up to date information about the 
environment as well as the requirement for a 
sustainability appraisal. VALP Objective 1 refers to 
provision being made for balanced sustainable 
growth and policy S1 sets out that all development 
must comply with the principles of sustainable 
development. In light of these factors, the Council 
considers that there are no reasons not to allocate 
this site and that it comprises sustainable 
development.   

 

As has been stated many times, the Council has 
allocated the least sustainable site for development 
according to its own SA. It has not been shown 
anywhere that this site comprises sustainable 
development.  All we know is that it is the least 
sustainable of the alternative sites that have been 
assessed 
 
 

Sustainability 
appraisal 

31. SA states that 
nil allocations in 
MM is a 
reasonable do 
minimum option 
for Buckingham 
 
 

 
On page 74 of the SA Technical Annex it includes 
nil allocations as one of five reasonable 
alternatives. However, the list also includes 
“Allocation for 170 homes at MMO006” as another 
reasonable alternative.   
 

 

This does not address the objection. Pg 78 of the 
SA Technical Annex says “Option 1 (nil allocations) 
stands out as performing well in terms of most 
objectives”.  Whilst MMO006 is listed as a 
‘reasonable alternative’ in the options, the 
Technical Annex concludes MMO006 is the least 
sustainable site for development.  The Council’s 
reply here fails to address the conclusions of the 
Technical Annex and merely refers to the list of 
options considered on page 74, which incidentally 
does not even include the combination of sites 
MMO005 and MMO006 which the Council now 
proposes 
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APPENDIX II - Comparison of Technical Annex, ED264 and Redetermination of application 16/00151/AOP 

 
MMO006 Technical 

Annex 
ED264  
 

Comments on ED264 

Biodiversity Lowest score Lowest score Para 3.9: Fails to inform the Inspector that when consulted on 16/00151/AOP in 
Nov 2020, Natural England (Nov. 2020) raised considerable concerns 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.”   
Para 3.10: During the application it was shown three times over by an independent 
ecologist that the net biodiversity calculations were inaccurate3.  Furthermore, 
concerns have been raised about an inappropriate email sent by the Council’s 
Ecology Officer to the applicant’s ecologist which compromised his objective 
assessment4. 

Climate 
change 
adaptation 

Equal Lowest score Para 3.13: Fails to inform the Inspector that when consulted on 16/00151/AOP in 
Nov 2020, Anglian Water confirmed that “Development [of this site] will lead to 
unacceptable risk of flooding downstream.” 

Climate 
change 
mitigation 

Equal Equal No change to the conclusions in the Technical Annex 

Community Lowest score Lowest score Para 3.22: Acknowledges that conclusions of the Technical Annex still hold true. In 
addition, it confirms that school capacity is an issue given the size of the site.  This 
would not be such a constraint with alternative sites in Maids Moreton, which are 
all considerably smaller in size. Furthermore, it ignores that the need for play 
space has been accepted as incorrect information. 

Economy Equal Equal No change to the conclusions in the Technical Annex 

Heritage Highest score Lowest Score Para 3.31:  Recognises, in view of the evidence from 16/00151/AOP, “the site is 
subject to a notable degree of constraint”.  The claim that developing other sites 
could lead to an overall comparable degree of heritage impact is mere conjecture 
not supported by the evidence in the Technical Annex, or indeed any other 
evidence. 

Housing Equal Equal No change to the conclusions in the Technical Annex 

Landscape Lowest score Lowest score Para 3.40:  No change to the conclusions in the Technical Annex. The claim that 
developing other sites could lead to an overall comparable degree of landscape 
impact is mere conjecture not supported by evidence from the Technical Annex, or 
any other evidence. 

Natural 
Resources 

Lowest score Lowest score Para 3.45:  This conclusion is incorrect because the Technical Annex does provide 
definitive proof that there is an alternative site in Maids Moreton of poorer quality 
agricultural land (MMO004) which is more suitable for development5. 

Pollution Lowest score Lowest score Para 3.48:  Fails to inform the Inspector that when consulted on 16/00151/AOP in 
Nov 2020, Anglian Water, section 2 states: “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 [from] the development site.”  
This is the most up-to-date information available, so capacity remains a 
considerable constraint on development. 

Travel & 
transport 

Lowest score Lowest score No change to the conclusions in the Technical Annex 

Waste Equal Equal No change to the conclusions in the Technical Annex 

 

                                                 
3 The relevant documents can be supplied upon request 
4 The relevant documents can be supplied upon request 
5 Technical Annex, pg 77 “MMO004 has been surveyed and found to compromise grade 3b quality land, which is non-BMV”. 


